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xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. ’ 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtamed on application to 


RPORATION | . . 
THE EC UARANTEE FUND, SIMITED, AND)  soug nirrovemenr is reported in the health of Lord Justice 


24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, 'E.C. Ricpy, but it is not anticipated that he will return to the Appeal 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without Court until after the Long Vacation. Meanwhile great incon- 
special valuation and at low rates. Yt yr evens 16 being os gr <a of comaty ine & court 
__——- - . ae of three judges, and a are falling seriously into arrear. 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE | The Act for trial of phi by two “it al by prs ir is—as we 
SOCIETY. understand was remarked the other day from the bench—an 
almost total failure. This is natural enough, as appellants do 
oe ores not care to run the risk of the two judges differing. For a great 
ESTABLISHED 1836. many years Chancery appeals were decided by two judges with 
eee satisfaction to everyone; but then these judges sat permanently 

FUNDS io! og ela together and learnt to accommodate their views. 


a lf Ar rue sitting of the court for the hearing of motions i 
" i - HE sitting cf the court for the hearing of motions in 
ares S - pie yg ll pieenave bankruptcy upon the 24th of July, Mr. Justice Wricur stated 
° - £ 11,700,000 that his attention had been drawn to the fact that unnecessary 
: OCT ee =! expense was incurred by applications to the court for leave to 
THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society | adduce vivd voce evidence on pendivg motions. In future parties , ; 
and embraces every modern advantage. desiring to adduce vied voce evidence must give notice in writing | / 
PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. pfrertic yma i AF ne ores | 
Wrrnovurt Prorrts. will be taken viv 
required, any ODiTé 18ed 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. application for leave to adduce vivd voce 
to the court at the peril of party objecting. 
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| Age Premium | Age Premium | Age | Premium | 
| 20  £178°,{ 30 £1 16 *, | 40 | £2 10°, | . THE earn of = Special ery of the Council of the 
s neorporated Law Society on crimioal business at the assizes is 
hipee POLICY WiTk SOpwuEs sufficiently thorough. It goes, indeed, beyond the immediate 
According to last results. subject, and calls for a complete remodelling as well of civil as 
ee of criminal business in the provinces. It also deprecates 
Valuation at 2} p.c.:—Hm. Table of Mortality. the appointment of a Royal Commission, but as the 
— - - - Government have already declared against this course, 
Duration 10 yrs. | 20 yrs. | 30 yrs. | 40 yrs. the point is no neat of iepetenee. ‘ = committee 

: | £9.067 base their report on the consideration that the existi 
| Amount of Policy | £1,199 | £1,438 | £1,724 — £2,067 evils are well known and that an immediate remedy is called 
for. ‘‘ What in the opinion of this committee,” says the report, 
‘(ig urgently needed is the institution of an entirely new system 
framed with regard to facilities for travelling, changes in popula- 
OFFICES: 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. tion, and the utilization of existing resources, in substitution for 
— ~— | an antiquated and cumbersome system applicable to a state of 
oe eg things which no longer exists.” This is well enough, but the 
VOL. XLIII., No. 39. report would be more useful if it indicated the lines on which 
om tone should proceed. The inconvenience of the present system 


0:41 , is patent. The question is to find a better one which shall 
The Solicitors J ournal and Reporter. soseatie the velba interests involved. On this the report is 


silent. 
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Ir may be hoped that the question of the clause in the Small 
ae The Editor cammot undertake to return rejected contributions, and Houses (Acquisition of Ownership) Bill, to which exception has 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on | been taken as a breach of the pledge which was given on the 
the regular staff of the JoURNAL. assing of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, has now been settled. 

n Committee of the House of Lords on Tuesday the Earl of 

Saas Tone Eee Seo SELBORNE moved to omit the clause and to substitute a clause, 
Contents. the purport of which is not given in the Zimes report, but which, 
Pa re oe | We understand, provides that registration of the title of houses 
Law Sropexrs’ Jovnwat in respect of which advances are made under the Act shall be 
Leoat News -. 678 | compulsory only in places included ia a compulsory area under 
pact reg i ag section 20 of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, and in any county or 
~g borough, the council of which at any time after the expiration 
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20 of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, pass a resolution that the | circumstances that shewed them to be the proceeds of crime, ang 
registration of the title of houses in respect of which advances | to have a put in the river for purposes of concealment } 
are made shall be compulsory. This seems to be a reason- | Naturally insuch a state of things no onecame forward to clain 
able fulfilment of the compact. We observe that the | them, although an officer in a loud voice proclaimed the finding 
Lord Chancellor is reported as having said that ‘‘ there | outside the court. The jury accordingly returned a verdict tha 
was not the least pretence for saying that there was any | the ingots had been found by certain members of the Th ‘as 
such bargain as to future legislation.” This is possibly so as Police force, and that there was no owrer, and that they weg fs 
regards the strict words of the undertaking, but we venture to | treasure-trove. The coroner thereupon seized the treasure og he 
submit that it is not the language of the undertaking but the | behalf ofthe Crown. If the finder of treasure-trove conceal it, he to] 
meaning ascribed to it, which should be considered. What isliable to be indicted at common law, and it is within the duties 
would have been said if the Government, after giving the under- | of the coroner to irquire whether anyone has so concealed, 
taking, had next year introduced a Bill to repeal the sections | to commit such a person for trial. It has been said that 
carrying it out 7 | finder who converts the treasure-trove to his own use, ig not 
| guilty of larceny, as it is impossible to lay the property in any. 
/one, and the Crown has no property in it till seizure. T 
WE print elsewhere a letter from a correspondent calling | however, is probably not a sound argument, for it seems to be 
attention once again to the troublesome question of the | settled that an indictment is good which alleges that the thing 
insurance of property pending the completion of a purchase. If | stolen were Yh S0I—te—tire—j sunk 
the law were in a satisfactory condition, the existing insurance | Treasure-trove must of I: ; sa W 
would, in accordance with the dissentient opinion of James, L.J., | Jost. A person cannot be convicted under any circumstances of 
in Rayner v. Preston (18 Ch. D. 1), follow the property, and the | larceny who converts to his own use lost property the owner of 
purchaser would have to do no more than inquire whether the | which he reasonably believes cannot be discovered. The dig 
property was properly insured. As the law is otherwise settled, | tinguishing feature of treasure-trove is the fact that it was 
however, and the vendor, notwithstanding that he has sold the | hidden. 
property, remains entitled to the insurance moneys so far as 
these are necessary for his indemnity, the convenient, and per- 
haps the usual, course is for the purchaser to stipulate in the 
contract that the benefit of the insurance shall pass to him. It 
is possible, however, that this plan exposes the vendor to the 
risk of losing both the purchiase-money and the insurance 
money; or, more strictly, he gets the purchase-money, but 
forfeits the insurance money twice over. He has to account for 
it to the purchaser, while the office, so it is argued, can refuse 
to pay him on the ground that he has received the purchase- 
money, and has suffered no loss. The argument, we believe, is 
unsound, but the fact that it is gravely put forward (see Dart’s 
Vendors and Purchasers (6th ed,), pp. 197, 913) should make 
vendors careful about as:enting t the ordinary clause giving the 
benefit of the insurance to the purchaser. Upon completion of the 
‘| purchase the policy can be properly assigned with the consent of 
the office, but it is the risk pending completion which has to be 
provided for. Our correspondent suggests that insurance com- 
panies ought to give facilities for indorsing the policies into the 
names of both vendorand purchaser, the suggestion being made 
with a view to preventing a purchaser into whose sole name the 
policy has been indorsed obtaining the insurance money and 
then failing to pay the purchase-money. But surely this state 
of things could hardly arise. The policy would nsyer be 
formally assigned till completion, and while it remained in the 
vendor’s name he would receive the proceeds, and, if he was 
bound to account for them to the purchaser, he would set them 
off against the purchase-money. The proper course seems to 
he for the contract to give the purchaser the benefit of the 
existing policy subject to the consent of the office being 
pe omer and - the purchaser before signing the contract to | 
apply for such consent. The consent when given would Bor - : ° . 
apparently protect both parties as well before a dae actual | This, it is submitted, is not @ satifactory number. It is far ” 
assignment. Otherwise the only safe course is for the purchaser | ll. In such a small body there is much more chance thas 
at once to effect an insurance on his own account. | 9 Jury of twelve of having the whole body dominated by sam 
| perverse individual, and much less chance of the presence of some 
| one strong enough to combat any unreasonable view which § 
| majority may be inclined to adopt. Oompromise among 
Many PEnsons were, no doubt, surprised to read in the news- | members of a jury may, to a certain extent, be a wise 
papers this week the account of an inquest, which was held in | reasonable course. But where some members are decid tor 
the court of the coroner for Lambeth, as to treasure-trove. For | one party and some for the other, a compromise which 
many centuries it bas been part of a coroner’s duty to hold such | a verdict which is not just to either is inexcusable. 
an inquest, but in modern times they have become extremely 
rare. The Coroners Act, 1887, however, by section 36, provides 
that ‘‘ A coroner shall continue as heretofore to have jurisdiction| Tux pxcision of the Court of Appeal in So/t/aw v. Welch (ale 
to inquire of treasure that is found, who were the finders, and | p.655), with reference to judgment against « widow upon& 
who is suspected thereof.” Treasure-trove is money, gold or | entered into by her during coverture, deserves attentive 
silver, found hidden, the owner of which is unknown. In! tion. Under section 1, sub-section (2), of the Married Womes's 
tuch a case the treasure is the property of the Crown, | Property Act, 1882, a married woman is capable of a 
and it is the duty of a coroner upon hearing that such | into re | rendering herself liable on any contract, but she ream 
treasure has been found, to inquire where it is, and who are the | herself liable only “in respect of and to the extent 
finders, and whether the owner is known. In the recent case separate property,” and hence a judgment against her os® 


ers 


is | 
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of three years from the making of the first order under section | ingots of gold and silver mixed were found in the Tt ames os 
ud 
ag 
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THE institution of trial by jury in civil cases has often bees 
attacked, and it has even been suggested that it should be 
wholly abolished, or at least allowed only in certain classes of 
cases. The country at large, however, still seems to places 
large measure of confidence in juries, as anyone must admit who 
examines the cause lists. Aud, although occasionally a jury may 
go wrong, itis submitted that, asa rule, verdicts are remar 
just and fair. At all events, it is a matter of suprems 
difficulty to persuade the Court of Appeal to interfey 
with the finding of twelve ‘‘good” men. A case, however, 
was tried this week in the Nottingham County Court 
which provides an astonishing example of how wrong a jury 
can sometimes go, The action was one for personal iujaries 
alleged to have been caused by an assault. The plaintiff, s 
woman, alleged that the defendant had thrown her down with 
great violence and broken her thigh. The defence was m 
absolute denial of the assault, and a considerable amount of 
evidence was called in support of each story. There was mo 
doubt as to the injuries, and no possible exception could be taken 
to the judge’s summing up. The verdict, however, caused m 
small sensation, After a considerable absence, the jury returned 
into court and gave a verdict for the plaintiff for the sum of om 
shilling. One shilling for a broken thigh, probably causing lame 
ness for life! If the plaintiff's leg was broken a; alleged, om 
would suppose that the largest amount she could recover in tie 
county court would bave been inadequate damages, but anyhow 
it was clearly a case in which the verdict should have ‘been fer 
the defendant, or else for the plaintiff for a substantial sum 
It need hardly be said that a new trial was at once granted by 
the judge. This jury, of course, consisted of only five ma 
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(86 W. R. 67, 20 Q. B. D., p. 132). 


judgment is payable out of 


js to happen if, before execution is levied under the judgment, 


or before judgment is recovered, the restraint on anticipation 


jg removed by the death of the husband? Is this to operate in 
favour of the creditor and enable him to take property on which 
he has hitherto had no claim, or is the restraint on anticipation 
to be made effectual and the liability of the property to extend 
po further than in the husband's lifetime? Im Holtby v. Hodgson 
(24 Q. B. D., p. 108) Linptzy, L.J., speaking obditer, intimated 
very clearly that the removal of the restraint on anticipation would 
set the property free to satisfy the creditor. 
is,” he said, “that the plaintiff do recover a sum of money 

inst the defendant, but that execution is to be limited 


to her separate estate not subject to a restraint upon 


anticipation. Suppose her husband were to die, the 
restraint would be gone, the judgment would bind her, and 
execution could issue upon it.” But though this view is 
usible, it really cuts at the whole principle of the restraint on 
anticipation. It was rejected by the Court of Appeal (Kay and 
ores, L.JJ.) in Pelton Bros. y. Harrison (389 W. R. 689; 1891, 
9Q. B. 422) as regards a judgment recovered before the death 
of the husband, and it has now, in Softlaw v. Welch, been rejected 
as regards a judgment recovered after the death of the husband, 
the court on the present occasion being composed of A. L. 
Sura and Vavenan Witutams, L.JJ. When the contract is 
made it is known that property under restraint cannot be 
rendered subject to it, and to bring in such property after the 
|| seatraint is removed would make the ultimate liability a specu- 
| lation depending on the husband’s death. That the restraint 
remains effectual for the purpose of the contract is clearly 
implied in the Married Women’s Property Act, 1893, which, 
while rendering property acquired by the woman when 
discovert liable to the contract made during the precediog 
eoverture, expressly excepts property at the time of the 
contract subject to restraint on anticipation. The result 
is not altogether satisfactory, but it seems impossible to 
reconcile a woman’s full liability for her debts with the 
existence of the rule which during coverture enables property to 
be protected against any anticipation by her. 





Tare 1s such an abundancy of authority for the proposition 
y, that ‘‘ testamentary capacity is not disproved by evidence of the 
/ testator’s “saaraly ecpouteto sola erely eccentric acts and conduct,” that it was almost 

a work of supererogation tO report Pilkington v. Gray (1899, 
App. Cas. 401) on that point: see Boughton v. Knight (1873, 3 
P.& D. 64), Burdett v. Thompson (1878,8 P. & D., at p. 72 n. 
(1) ), Sefton v. Hopwood (1857, 1 F. & F. 578), The unreliability 
of mere eccentricity as a sign of incapacity is, it may be added, 
well illustrated by the Bonard Jill case (Hamilton & Godkin’s 
Forensic Medicine, ii. 35); where a will, in which money was left 
to a perpen 2 society for the suppression of cruelty to 
animals and especially cats, was explained by the fact that the 
testator was a firm believer in metempsychosis. But Pilkington 
¥. Gray (an appeal from the Court of General Assize of Bermuda 
in Chancery) is of interest on another ground. In strict law a 
witness who attests a will ought to see not only the 
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contract runs in the well-known form settled by Scott v. Morley 

P- The sum recovered by the 
er separate property and not other- 

wise, and execution is limited to the separate property of the 

married woman not subject to restraint on anticipation. But what 
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evidence of the attesting witnesses, was confirmed notwith- 
standing the fact that one of them swore in effect that the 
signatures of testator and witnesses alike had been forged, and 
the other was not called. The later evidence of the one attest- 
ing witness was held to be incredible, and the absences of the 
other was explained. He was a purser on a steamship, and had 
been away from Bermuda for years. The court in Bermuda 
had refused to grant a commission for his examination, on the 
ground that it had no power, and he declined to attend asa 
witness except on payment of a sum of money which the party 
relying on the will thought excessive. 





Tue pecrston of the Court of Appeal in Sanderson and Levi v, 
British Westralian Mines Corporation (Limited) will have a ten- 
dency to encourage Stock Exchange transactions of a doubtful 
character. Two Westralian finance companies, who were the 
defendants in the action, had been engaged in the promotionof the 
North Star Gold Mines (Limited), and in the result had 70,000 
North Star £1 shares on their hands. Intrinsically the shares 


m to have been worth their nominal value, and were perhaps 
in excess Of T-Bar THe public Nad shown to disposition to buy 
them ata premium. The plaintiffs were a firm of jobbers on 
the Stock Exchange, and an arrangement was made under 
which they were to deal in the shares at a premium, and 
any shares with which they were in consequence landed 
were to be taken » a the defendant companies. The 
price which the jobbers named _ attracted sollers, but it 
ailed to bring in an excess of buyers, and the | sen ound 
it Necessary to upon panies to indemnify them 
according to the agreement. Thereupon the defence was raised 
that the transaction was a fraudulent conspiracy to cheat the 
public, and that the agreement was illegal. The law upon the 
subject was laid down a few years ago in Scoit v. Brown § Co. 
(41 W. R. 116; 1892, 2 Q. B. 724), and an agreement under 
which shareg were to be bought at a premium in order to induce 
the public to believe that there was a market at that price wa: 
held to be illegal. The object of the arrangement, as stated by 
Linptey, L.J., was “to impose upon and deceive the public b 

ing the public to su ere were buyers of 
ch sharés Exchange, when 
in fact the 
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an 
the shares had a value which the 


plaintiffs and defendants knew they had not, and thus inducing 


: was, 
words 0 ; 7 ement to cheat the public by 
leading them to believe 


them to become purchasers. n thé 6 jo 

inquired into the value of the shares, and apparently settled the 
price at which they were to be dealt in with the honest belief that 
they were worth the money, and no actual fraud was imputed 
either to them or the companies. Hence the Court of Appeal, ia 
affirming the judgment of Maruew, J., distinguished the case 
from Scott v. Brown § Co, But, whatever the actual intention 
of the persons interested, the effect as regards the public is the 
same. The holders of the shares support the jobbers in dealing 


at a price which is not the tree market price with. a xiow to dis- 
peraing the shares among the public at their own price. 


In rue case of Hawley, Webberley, § Co. v. Marshall (Meyer, 
Claimant) the Court of Appeal (A. L. Syrrm and Vavonan 











hysical | Witiams, L.JJ.) lest week decided an important question as to 


The plaintiffs recovered judgment 


act of signing, but that the testator is compes t0-sign. ef. Harris | the costs of an execution. 
¥. Ingledew (1730, 8 P. Wms. 93), Wright v. Tatham (1837, | for six guineas in the Wandsworth County Court, when an 


1A. & E, 313), and the evidence of an attesting witness 


/, impeaching a testator’s sanity will be scanned most jealously : 


' &. Bootle v. Blundell (1815, 19 Ves, 504). The courts have 
always taken cognizance of the perfunctory manner in which the 
duty of attestation is frequently discharged, and a will has been 

, Pronounced for though both the attesting witnesses deposed to 

“ the testator’s incapacity: Ze Breton v. Fletcher (1829, 2 Hagg. 
Ao 558). Such a case — Seale to be mee a 
Whole res gestae, by strong probability arising from the conduct 
of all parties, saa by the Improbablity of Tne practice of any 

fraud or circumvention, or the exercise of undue influence: c/. 

Mackenzie v. Handasyde (1829, 2 Hagg. E. R., at p. 219). In 

Pilkington v, Gray probate of a will originally granted on the 











execution was put in for that amount and costs (£8 6s.); the 
bailiff was met by a claim to the whole of the goods on the 
premises. In an interpleader iesue the claim was made good, 
and it then appeared for the first time that to levy £8 6s. the 
bailiff had seized the who'e of the goods, which he appraised at 
£100, and had only gone out of possession on receipt of a cash 
security of £21. Costs were taxed against the plaintiffs on the 
scale of column C,—;.¢., on the hundred pounds—and thus they 
had to pay over £5 to the bailiff, and over £32 to the claimant, 
just ah = £38 in all, for levying the eum of £8 6s, The Court 
of Appeal agreed that this was ‘‘monstrous,” but upheld the 
county court judge and the Divisional Court «m the ground that 
in the interpleader issue the claimant was put to the preof of 
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his title to the whole of the goods seized, valued at £100, 
though Vavenan Witums, L.J., inclined to the view that 
-costs should have been on the scale of the £21 paid to 
the bailiff to go out. Counsel for the appellant urged 
strongly that Studham v. Stanbridge (1895, 1 Q. B. 870) was 
wrongly decided and that /trown v. Lilley (7 T.L. R.427) wasthere 
wrongly overruled, and White v. Milne (Milne, Claimant) (58 
L. T. 225) there cited was ia his favour; and if ever this ques- 
tion should come up again it is interesting to note that the 
Court of Appeal expressly refrained from dealing with S/udham 
v. Stanbridge in this case, declaring that they decided it on other 
grounds, Thus Studham v. Stanhbridge is still open to review by 
a superior court. It would seem that where a bailiff seizes to 
an excessive amount in levying an execution, the only remedy 
if a claimant comes forward is an action against the high 
bailiff for damages in regard of the extra costs incurred in the 
interpleader issue by reason of such @xcessive seizure. At any 
rate it is clear that in an interpleader issue, plaintiffs whose 
judgment is for a small sum must be very careful before they 
fight a claim of a large amount, for, unless they succeed, they 
may have to pay in costs of the other side alone a sum far 
greater than their debt. There is clearly something wrong 
somewhere in this system. 


THE svunscription list to the Yorkshire Board of Legal 
Studies is noteworthy as shewiog what can be done by the pro- 
fession in the way of forwarding local legal education. There 
are annual subscriptions, amounting in all to £528, promised for 
five years, commencing with £100 by the Incorporated Law 
Society, £50 by the Leeds Law Society, and smaller subscrip- 
tions by seven other Yorkshire law societies and by three local 
law students’ societies. 
ranging from half-a-guinea to five guineas, by solicitors in 
twenty-one Yorkshire citics and towns, and two by solicitors 
in London. We sre informed that the number of solicitors 
in Yorkshire is upwards of 1,600, and that there are about 
one hundred articled clerks in Leeds and Bradford alone, 
and it is believed that the law department of the 
Yorkshire College can, by giving courses of extension 
lectures and holding classes in properly selected centres, bring 
systematic legal education within the reach of nearly every 
articled clerk in Yorkshire. The success of the iaw depart- 


These are followed by subscriptions, | 


——— 
COVENANTS AGAINST LOSS OF LICENCES, 


Uron tlie. lease of a public-house it is natural that the leagg 
should try to protect himself as far as possible against the rig 
of the loss of the licences upon which the value of the promigg 
in the main depends, and as long as they are in the occupatigg 
of the lessee or his assigns the ordinary covenant under which 
the lessee binds himself not to do or suffer anything whereby 
the licences may be forfeited or the renewal thereof withheld jy 
sufficient for the purpose. If, however, it is the intention of the , 
parties that the lessee shall be liable also for the acts or defay) 
of an underlessee, special care should be taken to mab 
this clear in the words of the covenant. In the cage gf 
Bryant vy. Hanceck § Co. (Limited), decided by the House of Lords 
this week, a lease of a hotel near Cardiff, granted in Octo 
1874, for a term of 21 years, contained a covenant on the 

of the lessee that he, the lessee, his executors, administr 

or assigns, (1) would conduct the business of the hotel “igg 
proper and orderly manner, so as to afford no grouad or pr 

for discontinuing the licences thereof” ; (2) would not ‘* wi 

do or suffer any act or thing” which might be a breach of 
licensing laws or ‘‘be a reasonable ground for the with 
drawing or withholding of all or any of the licences for th 
sale” of liquor; and (3) would during the continuance @ 
the term do whatsoever should be ‘‘requisite for obtaini 
the renewal” of the licences, and would at the determing 
tion of the term forthwith deliver up the licences in full fom, 
The original lessee in 1890 assigned the residue of the tem 
to the defendants, Hancock & Co., and the latter underlet th 
premises to a monthly tenant. During the occupation of th 
under-tenant some cases of drunkenness occurred on th 
| premises, and at the next annual licensiog sessions this wy 
/made a ground for refusing the renewal of the licences. Pm 
ceedings, which were ultimately carried te the House of Lond 
were taken to obtain a reversal of this decision, but without 
success, and the lessor thereupon sought to obtain da 
from the defendants for breach of the above covenant, Bole 





Lawrance, J., sitting without a jury, he obtained judgmentfe 
| £5,300, but this was set aside on appeal (46 W. R. 386; 18 
| 1 Q. B. 716), and the decision of the Court of Appeal has bem 
| affirmed by the House of Lords. 

| In the Court of Appeal consideration was given to the que 
| tion whether the term ‘‘assigns” in the covenant could 


ment seems assured at the outset, as it has been founded by | construed to include an underlessee. As ordinarily used, th 
practising solicitors for their articled clerks, and particularly as | term implies that the assignee has acquired the whole inter 
such solicitors have been given by the college a large voice | of the assignor, and, inasmuch as this meaning is enforced wit 
in the supervision of the department. | special strictness in cases of lessor and lessee, it was natural ie 
| the Court of Appeal to decide that the suggested extension # 
| an underlessee was inadmissible. Tous it has been held thats 
Tae Socrery of Comparative Legislation has obtained a | covenant not to assign the lease or premises does not extend # 
generous and well-deserved recognition of its labours at the | an underlease for part of the term (Crusoe v. Bughy, 2 W. BL1@; 
hands of Mr. Cuampertary. The Colonial Secretary has under- | Church v. Brown, 15 Ves, p. 265), though it is otherwise if i 
taken to send it a copy of every Culonial enactment as soon as it | covenant is against assigning ‘‘for the whole or any part of ff 
is published, and has also iavited the Colonial Law Officers to| term”: Joe v. Worsley (1 Camp. 20). In Zuite v. Golly 
supply it with half-yearly reports of decisions in the local courts (27 W. R. 394, 11 Ch. D. 273), indeed, a lessee was allow 
which are of public interest. It is ecarcely necessary, at this time | the benefit of a covenant entered into with the lessor andl 
of day, to insist on the importance of a comparative study of law. | assigns ; but this decision was treated as standing upon sped 
It offers a valuable corrective to any tendency towards insularity | grounds, and was not intended to interfere with the meaningd 
in our outlook, and it enables those who are charged with the | the word ‘‘assigns” as between lessor and lessee. Uponm 
duties of making and administering our laws tosee how different | sale of a building estate in lots the respective purchasers 
legal problems have been dealt with in other lands. their assigns were to be under the obligations and to havell 
| benefit of mutual covenants, and it was held that, for 
| purpose of such covenants, the lessee of a purchaser @ 
| entitled to be placed on the footing of an assign. Fryjhy 


The Manchester City justices having commissioned Mr. T. Mostyn | } ver, was careful to point out that this did not i 
to paint the portrait of their colleague, Mr. F. J. Headlam, stipendiary at a P did 9 


magistrate of the city for the past thirty years, it was formally placed in with the established distinction pox gee an assignment — 
the justice-room on Monday and a replica presented to Mrs. Headlam. | underletting. It is true,” he said, “ that underletting # 
Mr. H. Philips, Sir J. Maclure, M.P., and Mr. R. Hall addressed the | considered an assignment of a lease so as to be a brescha@t 
meeting in terms of eulegy of Mr. Headlam’s judicial qualities and | covenant not to assign, but that is because the word ‘ aosigs’ 
lengthened service. Mr. Headlam, in his reply, acknowledged the local | as applied to leasehold property has the technical meaning ¢ 
debt of gratitude to philanthropic agencies, especially the Women’s Police- aPP. h r hole i yl h d . 

court Mission, for their aid in reducing the daily charge-shet from about | #8'gnIng the whole interest, while t © word assigo as 
200 or 300 cases thirty years back to below 100 at the present. Not only | in the expression ‘heirs and assigns’ has not been confined ¥ 
was drunkenn¢ss diminished, but those deep-laid schemes of fraud which | a person taking by an assignment exhausting the whole int 
used to come before the bench were conspicuously minimized in number. | The ri ht, therefore, of a lessee to take the benefit of a ce 


Nevertheless the work of the bench increased as new enactments gave them | . ‘ : s sj 
. r 880. pon» 
suv mary powers or involved pains and penalties under clauses the meaning | entered into with the lessor and his — stands w ai 


of which Parliament left magistrates in the fist place to interpret, { own grounds, and it is not to be inferred that an underi 
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gn assign of the underlessor for the purpose of making the 
iatter liable under a covenant touching assigns for the acts of 
the underlessee. 

In the House of Lords it seems fo have been assumed that 
this result was correct, and since the defendants were not liable 
for the acts of their undertenant as an assign, the question was 
whether, under the words of the covenant, they were liable 
absolutely for the loss of the licences however occasioned. In 
this view it is material to notice that the covenant was divisible 
jnto three parts in the manner indicated in the statement 
of its effect given above, and that though the first part was in 
terms absolute, the second only referred to the wilful acts or 
default of the lessee and his assigns. With respect to the third 

it was held that the defendants had done all that was 
inding upon them for the purpose of procuring a renewal of 
the licences, and hence it is unnecessary to refer further to it. 
Practically the question resolved itself into this—Did the loss of 
the licences fall within the firet or second branch of the covenant ? 
Under the first the business of the hotel was to be conducted 
so as to afford no ground for discontinuing the licences ; under 
the second there was to be no reasonable ground for with- 
drawing or withholding the licences. Stating the covenant 
jn this form, it is obvious that its two branches are 
wally indistinguishable. When a draftsman speaks in one 
sentence of the discontinuance, and in the next of the with- 
drawing or withholding of a licence, it is difficult to know'to 
which of the two events which may befall a licence he means the 
words respectively to refer. These two events are forfeiture and 
non-renewal, and a licence may be equally said to be discon- 
a whether it is forfeited or whether a renewal of it is 
refused. 

While, however, there was this doubt as to the effect 
of the two branches of the covenant, the fact that the 
one branch imposed on the lessee an absolute liability, 
while the second rendered him liable only for a_ wilful 
infraction, rendered it necessary to find some definite poiat 
of distinction, and both in the Court of Appeal and in the 
House of Lords the first branch of the covenant was confined to 
the forfeiture of the licence. ‘‘In our opinion,” said A. L. 
Surn, L J., in delivering the judgment of the Court of Appeal, 
‘ this part of the covenant relates to the forfeiting of the licence 
when existing as distinguished from the renewal thereof, which 
is dealt with in the second part of the covenant.” In the House 
of Lords Lord Maocnacuren arrived at the same result by 
considering first the meaning of the second branch of the 
covenant. This was more especially aimed at non-renewal of 
the licences, and since it was essential to assign a different scope 
to the first branch, that must have been aimed at forfeiture. 
“The second part of the covenant,” said his lordship, ‘‘ points 
fo non-renewa!l, and consequently I think it is only reason- 
able to hold that the first part of the covenant points at 
something different and is aimed at forfeiture.” Having regard 
to the mode of arriving at this result it is not surprising that 
lord Suanp found difficulty in agreeing with it, and he indicated 
his preference for the view of Lawrance, J., that there was a 
breach in the failure of the tenant under the first part of the 
covenant to conduct the business “in a proper and orderly 
manner, so as to offer no ground or pretence for discontinuing 
the licences.” These words are not unsuitable to cover the case 
of non-renewal, and the fact that the parties have chosen to givea 

ifferent operation to two parts of a covenant is not a satisfactory 

ound for wresting words from their natural meaning. Lord 
Suanp, however, did not go go far as to diesent, and the result 
in favour of the lessee is thus the unanimous judgment alike 
efthe Court of Appeal and the House of Lords. 








A writer in the Zimes, in discuesing the proposed Australian Federation, 
‘ays: ‘An important section of the new Constitution is devoted to the 
creation of a High Ccurt of Australia, to consist of a Chief Justice and at 

two judges. The Parliament will also have power to create other 
Federal Courts. The High Court will bea Court of Appeal from the 
Supreme Courts of the States, and, though the right of appeal to the Privy 
Council is not abolished, appeal to the High Court will, as in Canada, in 
Some instances be substituted. In matters solely involving an interpreta- 
tion of the Constitution appeal to the Privy Council is not al'owed under 
the Australian Bill. ‘This is another departure from the Canadian mcde’, 
msy not unnaturally give rise to same demur in this country, 


THE POWERS OF A TENANT FOR LIFE UNDER 
THE SETTLED LAND ACTS. 


II, 


Surrender of life interest —If the tenant for life surrenders his 
life estate to a remainderman, two cases may occur. First, the 
surrender may, and generally will, be made “in consideration 
of marriage or as part of or by way of family arrangement,” so 
as to fall within the provisions of the Settled Land Act, 1890, e. 4, 
In this case the tenant for life appears to remain able to exer- 
cise the statutory powers notwithstanding the surrender of his 
life interest. Secondly, where the surrender is for value. In this 
case the tenant for life cannot exercise his powers without the 
consent of the assignee. Bearing in mind that where the life 
estate is surrendered it is possible that the surrender may enure 
not only for the benefit of the person to whom it is surrendered, 
but aleo for the benefit of the subsequent remaindermen, all of 
whom, therefore, appear to be assigns «f the tenant for life, it 
appears to follow that the consent of all the persons whose estates 
or interests under the settlement are subsequent to the estate or 
interest of the surrenderee will be required to the exercise of the 
powers by the tenant for life, and as some of these persons may 
be infants or unascertained, it may be held that though the 
powers of the tenant for life are not destroyed, they cannot be 
exercised owing to the impossibility of obtaining the proper 
consents to their being exercised. In either of these cases it 
may be argued that where there has been no disentai!, so that 
the estate which is surrendered and the estate of the surrenderee 
arise und:r the same settlement, the remainderman can also 
exercise the statutory powers, on the ground that by the effect 
of the surrender his estate has been accelerated. But this view 
appears to be incorrect, for durivg the life of the first tenant for 
life the surrenderee takes, not under the settlement only, but 
under the settlement and the surrender—or in other words he 
takes under “the compound settlement formed by these two 
instruments. If trustees of this compound settlement are 
appointed the surrenderee can, during the life of the surrenderor, 
exercise the statutory powers conferred on him as being a tenant 
for life, or a perzon having the powers of a tenant for life, under 
the compound settlement. It is not likely that the court will 
appoint trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts 
where the appointment would erable different persons at the 
same time to exerciss the powers, and therefore it is probable 
that in the first case (where, as we have seen, the original 
tenant for life can still exercise his statutory powers) the court 
will decline to make the appointment, but that in the second 
case (where it is practically impossible for him to exercise the 
powers even though they exist) that the appointment will bemade. 
It must be remembered that on the death of the surrenderor 
the compcund settlement will come to an end, and the question 
whether the surrenderee can then exercise the statutory powers 
must be decided in the same manner as if the surrender had not 
been made. 

Land.—The statutory powers can only be exercised over 
‘* settled land’’—/¢., ‘land and any estate or interest therein 
which is the subject of a settlement” (Settled Land Act, 1882, 
s.2(3)). It will be observed that this sub-section does not define 
‘“‘Jand,” it only defines “ settled land.” The statutory definition 
of ‘‘land”’ contained in the Interpretation Act, 1889 (52 & 53 
Vict. c. 63), s. 3, includes ‘‘messuages, tenements, heredita- 
ments, houses, and buildings of any tenure unless the contrary 
intention appears”; by the Settled Land Act, 1882, s, 2 (16), it 
' includes “ incorporeal hereditaments, also an undivided share in 

land,’ As ‘settled land ” is land, it includes freebolds, copyholds, 
and leaseholds, and it means the estate which is settled. For 
| example, if an equity of redemption is settled, the exercise of 
the statutory powers does not override the estate of the 
mortgagee except so far as the original mortgagor could have 
| overridden it. If leaseholds or copyholds are settled, the exercise 
of the powers does not affect the estate of the reversioner or of 
the lord. 
| Zrustecs of the settlement.—It is impossible to exercise the 
statutory powers unless there are at the time of such exercise 
trustees of the settlement, for it is provided by the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, #. 45, thet the tenant for life, before exercising his 
powers, must give at least a month’s notice to the trustees and to. 
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their solicitor, if any such solicitor is known to the tenant for life. 
In many cases where a person is tenant for life of a compound 
settlement there are no trustees of such settlement, and therefore 
the powers cannot bo exercised till trustees of such settle- 
ment are appointed. The appointment has hitherto been made 
by the court on an application made under the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, s. 38. Nothing in the Act, however, appears to 
prevent trustees of the compound settlement from being 
appointed under an express power. In accordance with tbis 
view, it has been suggested in 2 Key & Elphinstone 649 that 
every settlement should contain a provision that “the persons 
or person who shall for the time being be the trustees or trustee 
of these presents for tho purposes of the Settled Land Acts, 
1882 to 1890, shall be the trustees or trustee for the same 
purposes of every compound settlement consisting of these 
presents, and of any instruments or instrument to be executed 
hereafter.” 


person claiming under the settlement, on the ground that a man | 


cannot approbate and reprobate, he cannot claim the advantages 


given to him by a deed without giving effect to those provisions, if | 


such there be, which militate against his interests; in other 
words, he must give effect to every provision contained in it: 
ree the cases collected in Elph. Introd. Con. 152. 
however, has an exception, for where an actual tenant in tail 
conveys by a disentailing assurance, the conveyance overrides 


the rights of persons taking in defeasance of his estate tail (see | 


the Fines and Recoveries Act (3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 74), s. 15), and, 
therefore, no stipulation contained in the settlement (such as, 
for example, the declaration in question) which, if carried into 
effect would operate in defeasance of the estate tail, is binding 
on the persons taking estates carved out of the fee acquired by 
the disentailing assurance. 
over by inser.ivg in the resettlement a declaration that “the person 
or persons who shall for the time be the trustees or trustee for 


the purposes of the Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, of the | 


original settlement shall be trustees or trustee for the like pur- 


poses of the compound settlement formed by the [original settle- | 
| same chapter, where it is a question, not of omitting statute law, but 


ment | and these prestnts.” All the persons claimiog under the 
original settlement are bound by the declaration contained in 
it, and all persons claiming under the resettlement are bound 


by the declara'ion contained in it, the result being that all | 


persons, whether claiming under the original or the new eettle- 
ment, are bound by the declaration. The form of words here 
given for insertion in the resettlement is that given in Key & 
Elphinstone, but it would be better to say ‘‘ sha!l be the trustees 
or trustee for the like purposes of the compound settlement 
formed by the 
to be executed subst quently thereto and these presente,”’ 





REVIEWS. 


CITARTER-PARTIES. 
Tne Conrnact oF AFFREIGHYTMENT AS EXPRESSED IN CIIARTER- 
PARTIES AND Bintis or Lapinu. By T. E. Scrurron, M.A., 
LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Founriu Epition. William Clowes & 


Sons (Limited). 

Inu the preface to this edition of his concise and usefal work on 
clarter-parties Mr. Scrutton takes occasion to criticize the working 
of the Commercial Court. With its short cuts to justice he is in 
sympathy. ‘‘ If equity in its origin was measured by the Chancellor's 


fuot, commercial procedure shews a tendency sometimes to short cuts 


and hasty methcds, which, when photographed by the shorthand 
writ:r aud microscopically examined in the more serene and leisurely 
air of the Court of Appeal, look rough and crude. But substantial 
and Spee 


whose money depends on the decision of the court.’ Mr. Scrutton | 
takes exception, however, to the inconveniences arising from the too | 
frequent changes in the judge of the court. The original idea, he | 
pointed out, was that the same judge should control the proceedings 
in the case from ttart to finish, but this idea is not carried out. 
‘In the Autumn tittings of 1595 three judges sat in the Commercial 
Court, each for about twenty days, and as a result the judge who 
wade the interlocutory orders rarely tried the case.””’ Mr. Scrutton | 
also suggests that arrangements for taking cases punctually on the | 
day fixed for trial should be made, the assistance of an additional 
judge being, when neceseary, requisitioned for the purpose. But that 





It is clear that this declaration is binding on every | 


This rule, | 


This difficulty may, however, be got | 
| that there has been a considerable alteration 


original settlement, all instruments executed or | 


dy justice is done, and is done with the confidence and | 
approval of the lay clients whose business disputes are settled, and | 


“additional judge” is more easily called for than caught. The 
Commercial Court, it seems, is a praiseworthy attempt at justigs 
on business’ lines, but it has not yet attained to the perfection 
| which proper management would give. The subject of Mp 
| Scratton’s book furnishes plentiful matter for litigation, and the 
| changing conditions of the mercantile marine make it imp 

| to have the latest cases at hand. These will be found 

| incorporated in the present edition, and the plan of stating the 
| law in a series of articles, with the short details of the cases appendeg 
as illustrations, makes the work a convenient one for reference 
| Under particular heads much trouble has been taken to classify ang 
| explain matters which are the cause of frequent difficulty. Such jg 
| the application of the term “perils of the sea,” whether used in 
| policies of insurance or in charter-parties or bills of lading; or the 
| undertaking of seaworthiness under the varying conditions of 
| different voyages and different cargoes. The latter subject, especi : 
| has given rise to a good many recent decisions. The table of cages 
| gives the references to all the current series of reports, and in the 
appendices practical information is given which should be of 
| considerable use. Altogether the book is a very convenient guide to 
the law of carriage by sea. 


PERSONAL PROPERTY. 


GooDEVE’s MopDERN LAw OF PERSONAL PROPERTY. THIRD Eprrioy, 
REVISED AND PARTLY RE-WRITTEN. By JOHN HERpgEpr 
WitiraMs, LL.B., and W1iLL1AM MorsE Crowpy, B.A., Barristers. 
at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

The present editors of this work have had a difficult task to perform, 

They have had to take the place of the former editors who were 

specially fitted for the task, and they have had, while maintaining the 


| character of the work, to guard against increasing its bulk by the 


necessary incorporation of new matter. In the latter respect they 
have been undoubtedly successful. The text of the previous edition 
occupied 419 pp. ; that of the present occupies only 400. It follows 
in the text. Ig 
some cases compression was easily effected. Thus under Bill 
of Sale, at p. 97, the definitions in the Bills of Sale Acts of 
‘*trade machinery” and “factory and workshop,” which wer 
formerly given at length, are now omitted; but subsequently in the 


of cutting down the statement of principles, the editors have not 
been so successful, and it seems to have been forgotten that concise 
ness may ba carried too far. The paragraph on Hire-Purchag 
Agreements, for instance, has lost very much of its effect in being 
reduced to less than half its previous length. So, to turn to another 
part of the book, the oy under Policies of Assurance, which 
explained very clearly how a lien can be obtained by a stranger for 
premiums which he pays, is replaced by a brief statement (p. 139) 
that such a lien can be acquired, The new editors, of course, have 
had tbe exigencies of space to consider, but a work of this kind should 
explain as well as state the law, and it seems a pity to have interfered 
| so much with the previous edition. This process, indeed, is not every- 
where apparent. The chapter on Gifts, for instance, has undergone 
| slight change. Some of the changes, moreover, are matter of re- 
_ arrangement, as where the discussion of domicil has been transferred 
from the notes at the beginning of the book to the text at the end 
(p. 381). This is an obvious improvement. Moreover in the chapter 
on the Sale of Goods, in addition to the alterations rendered necessary 
by the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, there have been changes in arrange 
ment which conduce to the clearness of the text. The preset 
editors, indeed, have done their work carefully and thoroughly. Ow 
| only regret is that they have not been more sparing in dealing with 
the work of their predecessors. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 

A Concise Treatise on the Law relating to Legsl Representatives 
Real and Personal. By Sypngy E,. WILLIAMs. fStevens & Som 
(Limited). Price 10s. 

The Principles of Mercantile Law. By Josnvua Siaren, Bay 
Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. Stevens & Haynes. 

The Country Banker's Handbook to the Rules and Practice @ 
(1) the Bank of England, (2) the London Bankers’ Clearing Hous, 
(3) the Stock Exchange. With Useful Miscellaneous Notes. By& 
GzoRGE Hippy. Third Edition. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation. Edited fort 


| Society by Joun Macponen., Esq., C.B., LL.D., and Epwam 


MANSON, Exq. New Series (No. 2), July, 1890, Jobn Murray. 
Registration Handbook. Being a V’ractical Arrangement of 
Land Transfer Acts of 1875 and 1597, and the Rules (including 
Rules of June, 1899), Forms, Fees, and Orders thereunder. 
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Concise Instructions under the above Acts and the Transfer of Land 
Act, 1862; to which is added a Table shewing the Amount of Fees 
Payable (under Paragraphs A., B., and D. of the Fee Order, 1898) on 
Dealings up to £6 000 in value, and a’ List of the Parishes to which 
Compulsory Registration will apply on the lst of October, 1899. By 
GporGE ABBOTT, Chief Clerk, Land Registry, and GrorGs J. Hour, 
Golicitor, Solicitor-Clerk, Land Registry. F. Hadley & Sons. 


CORRESPONDENCE, 
GOVERNMENT SOLICITORSHIPS. 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


fir,—I was exceedingly glad to see in your last issue an announce- 
ment of a new policy on the part of the Council of the Law Society in 
regard to solicitorships in Government departments, and to find that 

4 in an editorial note welcomed the new departure. 

If the trite saying ‘‘ Honour to whom honour is due”’ is borne in 
mind, one thinks of an active member of the Law Society, Mr. Harvey 
Glifton, who for the last three or four years has been ‘‘ hammering” 
away at the question of Government solicitorships, and who bappily 
atlast seems to have made an impression and to have brought about a 
wiser and more dignified policy. 

It is a pity that the meetings of the Law Society are not held at a 
more convenient hour, when many other younger members of the 

fession could attend and help to shape the future of the solicitor 
one of the profession. BELL YARD. 





FIRE INSURANCE—VENDOR AND PURCHASER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—In the supposed state of the law, owing to a tire insurance 
being a contract of indemnity only, it would appear to be unwise, 
pending completion, for a vendor to hold the policy in trust for the 
purchaser, because, as I understand the matter, the vendor might 
lose the property and the purchase-imoney, to the extent of the 
insurance money, also. 

It may, perhaps, sometimes be agreed that the pdlicy be endorsed 
into the purchaser’s name, who will then be safe, but how about the 
vendor should the property be burnt down and the purchaser fail to 
pay the purchase-money and walk off with the insurance money ? 

I should like to ask if fire insurance companies generally give 
facilities for endorsing policies, where the property has been sold, into 
the names of both vendor and purchaser’ as such; where this has 
been done they might, in case of fire before completion of the pur- 
chase, pay the vendor in full or on account (according to the amount 
of the insurance) of the purchase-money. It would encourage the 
insurance being continued in the same office and would save vendors 
the apportionments of premiums, now sometimes lost, where a double 
insurance is effected, F. G. L. 

Framlingham, July 26, 1899, 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


DAY v. SINGLETON. No. 2. 29th and 30th June; Mth July. 
Vaxvox ‘nbd Puncuasen—LeassnoLp Prorerty=Consgenr ov Lessor 
Necessary to Exaste Venpor to Sett—Sace Sunsecr to Consent or 
Lessor werng Ontarnep—Dvury or Venvor to po His Brest to Onrarn 


tHat Consenr—Venvor Not 


Psrvoxmine tuat Durty, sut Inpveme 
Lesson to Rervuse—Acrion 


py Pvunenaser ror Damaces 1s Liev or 


Srecivic Penvoamance—Ricur to Recover—Measurge or Damacrs— 
Derostr, WITH INTEREST, AND Costs or INVESTIGATION OF TirLe—Pvr- 
CHasek’s Wuo.e Loss, Wuerner REecoverance. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Romer, L.J., then Romer, J. 
wported ante, p. 76). The learned judge had held, on the authority of 
Bun v. Fothergidl (23 W. R. 261, L. R. 7 H. L. 158), that the plaintiff was 
netentiled in an action for damages in lieu of specific performance of a 
eutract which bound the defendants to do their beet to obtain the consent 
of the lessors to an assignment to the plaintiff of a lease under which the 

endants’ testator was Jessee, to recover more damages for a breach of 
that duty than the amount of his deposit, with interest, and bis costs of 
lavestigating the title. ‘The case made by the plaintiff was that the defen- 

tshad pot, as they were bound to do, done their best to obtain the consent 
of the lessors, but had, on the contrary, induced the lessors to refuse their 
usent; and the plaintiff ssonuinate contended that this circumstance 
differentiated the case from Bain v. Fothergill (ubi supra), aud entitled him 
recover the whole amount of the loss which he had suffered. In the 
Sourse of the voluminous correspondence between the es there were 
sly two letters which uro material to be here stated. On the 1th of 
December, 1897, Singleton’s solicitors, in a letter to the agent of the 
Governors of the Charterhouse, after fully describing the nature of the 





| or otherwise the sana to be allowed for. 





J., gave judgment for the 


° ne lacts ‘ person 1 
Tor an unexpired term of about sixtcen years 


| both parties knew that the lessors’ consent to any assignment by 


allowed. On the 26th of April, 1897, Dann dird. 
action for the admivistration of 


performance, with com 


difficulties in which Singleton found himself owing to the bargain with the 
plaintiff being neither off nor on, wrote as follows: ‘‘ The heavy arrears of 
rent [due by Singleton as administrator to the Charterhouse} ought to be 
paid, and the administrator is not in funds at the t time to meet 
them. There are persons quite ready, and who have offered, to 
purchare the hotel at a price slightly beyond that prop:sed to 
be given by Mr. Day, and who would, we believe, be consid 
eligible tenants by the governors, which would at once relieve the 
administrator of difficulty. The contract with Mr. Day was stated to 
be (and, of course, was) subject to approval by the Charterhouse. We 
have taken the necessary steps to rescind it, but in the view of possible 
further litigation with him we think we may ask the governors whether, 
taking into consideration all the circumstances, they would or would not 
be eatisfied with him as a tenant if the contract were still in existence.” 
In another letter dated the 8th of March, 1898, to the same person, 
Singleton’s solicitors said: ‘‘ We beg to inform you tbat on the 14th of 
January last Mr. Day commenced an action in the Chancery Division 
against Mr. Singleton, the administrator pend:nte lite, claiming specific 
performance and compensation in respect of the contract for the sale to 
bim of the hotel. It will in all probability be some time before 
the action is reached. ° May we, therefore, now again ask the 
governors whether, taking into consideration all the circumstances, they 
would or would not accept Mr. Day as a tenant if the contract were still in 
existence, which we deny.’? The governors shortly afterwards replied, 
through their agent, that they would not accept Day as a tenant. Romer, 
plaintiff for the amount of his deposit, with 
interest, and the costs of the investigation of the title. The plaintiff 
appealed. 

Tue Covurr (Lixpiey, M.R., the Right Hon. Sir F. H. Jeune, and 
Riesy, L.J.) on the 14th of July allowed the appeal. 


Linpiey, M.R., read the judgment of himself and Rieny, L.J., as 
follows: The question raised by this eal is whether a purchaser of 
























0. AS the lessee 
of a private hotel called 
His lessors were the Governors of the Charterhouse, and 
Dunn’s lease contained several restrictive 
ing etructural alterations, 


Cocker's Hotel. 
Mr. Lee was*their agent. 
covenants preventing him (inter alia) from making 


and from assigning the premises without the written consent of the lessors. 


Dunn’s lease was coming to au end, and he wished t» renew it, and also to 
make certain alterations, including puttivg up a public bar. The lessors 
were willing to grant him a new lease uutil 1940, and to allow the altra- 
tions to be made, including the erection by him of a bar, so that whilst he 
himself was their tenant liquors might be supplied to persons staying in the 
hotel or using the restaurant for lunch or dinner; but the lessors insisted 
upon reserving powers to remove the bar at any time should they thiuk fit 
so todo. The alterations and erection of the bar were begun by Dunn, 
and were being proceeded with by him. In this state of thiogs Dunn 
agreed to sell the hotel and his business to the tiff. The contract of 
sale is contained in the memorandum of the Ist of April, 1897, which is 
as follows: ‘‘ Received of Mr. Frank Day the sum of £525 as a deposit and 
in part payment of the purchase-money for the lease and goodwill of 
‘Cocker’s Hotel,’ 18, 19, 20, and 21; Charterhouse-equare. Also the whole 
of the stabling and warehouse at the back. The lease his about forty 
years to run on the whole property. Rent £560, less a portion let off fur 
stabling and warehouse in rear, £220, the net rental being £340 The 
whole of the furniture and househo!d effects on the prem‘ses to b included. 
The takings were about £2,800 to £3,000 per annum. I, Mr. Dunn, 
undertaking to fini-h my contract I now have with my builders for 
completion of the alterations and additions now being carried out, 
which include all gas fittings, the fitting up of bar and beer-engine, 
The hotel is fully licensed 
for wine, spirits, and beer on and cff the premises; the present alcera- 
tions to be completed within cne month from the date hereof. All 


painting and graining to be done by me and allowed for. The title of the || 
above premises to be satisfactory, and subject to lapdlord’s consent to | 
Da‘ed this Ist day of April, 


transference of lease, price £6,500 all at. 
1897. (Signed) A.D. Daun. Frank Day.'’ The expression bere, “* The 
lease hasabout forty years to run,’’ shews that “‘lease’’ was meantto include 
the renewed lease which the lessors had promised, and not merely the end 
of the old existing lease. The last clause shews that Dunn's title wa) to 
be accepted if satisfactory—i.e., after investigation in the usual way. _ 
unn 

his lease, whether old or new, would have t2 beobtiiaed. Toe day after this 
agreement was s'gned—viz., on the 2nd of April, 1897, Mr. Lee, the lessors’ 


agent, was informed of it by Dunn's sdlicitors, and they suggested that the 


new lease should be granted direct to the plaiatiff, whose references were 
given. No objection was made by the lessors’ ageat to the pores 
transfer by Dunn to Day, but no promise was made to accept Mr. Day, and 
Dunn was plainly told that the retention of the bir by Day would not be 
respecting his will. On the 24th of May, 1897, the def 
was ap 


in such action. On the Llth of June Day was informed 


have the bar. After some correspe 


Litigation en ued 


at Siag'eton 

inted his qlaruistraror pendenie lite, and on the 13th of Sil, 

1898, the other nts duly pro *s will as executors. An 
n’s estate was thea commenced in the 
Chancery Division, and his estate is being administered under « judgment 
De ‘= he coukd not 
ymdence, in wh! isted on specific 
ion for the loss of the bar, the defendant 
Singleton, by his solicitors, on the 2nd of November, 1897, required 
Day to elect whether he would complete the ooutract or rese'ad it; 
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and on the 7th of December, 1897, Singleton’s solicitors sent Day 
a notice rescinding the contract and offering to return his deposit, 
with interest, and to pay any costs he had been put to. A cheque 
for the deposit and interest was sent to Day, but it miscarried. 
Nothing, however, turns on this, and it is needless to refer to the 
correspondence about it. On the 14th of December, 1897, Lee, the 1: ssors’ 
agent, wrote to Singleton’s solicitors pressing for the rent, which was 
in arrear, and on the 1jth they wrote in answer a long and very important 
letter setting out all that had taken place since Dunn’s death, and explain- 
ing the then position of affairs, and asking Mr. Lee, the lessors’ agent, 
whether under the circumstances they would accept, or would not be 
satisfied with, Day as a tenant. Mr. Lee answered this letter, and eaid that 
he did not think that there was the least probability that Day would be 
accep'ed asatenant. Day knew nothing of this correspondence, and on 
the 20th of December, 1897, he brought this action against Singleton for 
specific performance with compensation. On the 14th of January, 1898, 
the statement of claim was delivered. On the 27th of January, 1898, 
Singleton put in his defence, and stated (paragraph 18) that the lessors 
would not consent to the transference of the existing lease or of the 
hencoam lease to Day. On the 2nd of February, 1898, the plaintiff 
Pausing here, let us consider the rights of the parties at 


filed his reply. 
this time. 
and compensation for the loss of the bar. But it is obvious that he was 
not willing to complete if he could not get the new lease, and that he did 
||not take the risk of obtaining or not obtaining the lessors’ consent to its 
|\|transfer to him. He was not, therefore, in a position to succeed in 
ithis action if such consent could not be obtained. If, however, the 
/lessors’ consent could be 
Day’s action. “s ve 
his right to sppiDo—pextoemence wi _compensation for loss oF the 
bar tf tite lessors’ consent could be obtained. It was Singleton’s business, 
as Dunn’s sentative, to obtain that consent if he could: see Lehmann 
v. McArthur (16 W. R. 877, 3 Ch. was not necessary to 


obtain it until t 
see Liliis v. Rogers D. 661). If Singleton cou 


29 Ob. 








and Day's action as it stood must have failed, and in such case Day could 





a the title. Thisis shewn by Bain v. Fothergill (uti supra). But it 
oD ot i the lessors” consent and would not, etill mor 
the refusal of that content was pr 
ight of action for dj Lagai ; 
in the lessora consent, it being in his power to obtain it. 
action (unless Dain v. Fothergill extends to it, which we will consider pre- 





aces 





sently) the measure of the damages would not be confined to the deposit and | 


interest and costs rendered useless, but the measure of damages would be the 
loss occasioned by not obtaining the lease with compensation for the absence 
of the bar. 
téIanit without a bar, and consequently it would be for him (Singleton) to 
shew that if he had asked them they would have refused. 
On the %th of July, 1898, Day amended his claim. He added Dunn’s 
executors es defendants. He abandoned his claim for specific performance, 
and claimed damages occasioned by Singleton’s breach of duty in inducing 
the lessors to refuse their consent to an as:ignment to the plaintiff. The 
plaintiff also claimed a return of the deposit with interest. After putting 
in the defence to the claim in its original shape—viz., on the 8th of March, 
1898-—the colicitora of the defendants again wrote to Mr. Lee referring to 
the action, and asking whether the governors would or would not accept 
Day as a tenant, and on the 10th Mr. Lee answered that they would not. A 
copy of this letter was sent to the plaintiff’s solicitor on the 15th of March. 
In their defence to the amended claim afterwards put in the defendants 
denied any breach of duty on Singleton’s part. Issue was joined, and the 
action came on to be tried before my brother Romer. Mr. Lee was not 
cal'ed, and no evidence was given to shew what the lessors would have 
done if they had been asked to accept Day as their tenant, and if they 
had been told tha: Daun’s represen'atives were de-irous of completing the 
tale, making proper compensation for the loss of the bar, which is what 
Day required. Un the o her hand, it appeared that Dunn’s executors had 
told the hutel, &c., to other persons for £6,825—i.¢c., for £325 more than 
Dunn had agreed hem for, witn the bar, to Day. Romer, J., 
decide: that the plaintiff was not entitled to anything for the loss of this 
bargain, but that he was entitled to have back, or rather to prove against 
Duun’s estate for, his deposit and interest and the costs of investigating 
the title. From this d.ci-ion Day hes appealed. 
that the plsintiff had provei that Stngl-ton by his solicitors had induced 
tne lessors to decline to accept Day as their tevaut, and the learned judge 
considered that the ca fell within Bain v. Fothergill upra). He took 
a very cari able view of the letter of the 15th of December, 187; but, 
even taking this view ot it, Singleton c-rtainly made no effort to obtain 
the le-sors’ consent to the required as-ignment without a bar, as it was his 
duty to But for that le:ter there is no reaon to suppose that Day 
would not have iccepted ax a tenant without a bar, aud it ought to 
be inte: r-d as again-t Spgl-ton that the les-ors would have accepted Day 
1f singleton had askea them to do so, Having regard to 
circums ance, we do not thick that Bain v ~Fothergitl (ubi supra) 
covers tirs—casé. ThieYe—the-venidors did all théycoutt—to—obrain 
the Téseors” cousent to the assiznment, »nd they failed to obtain it: 
see L. R.7TH.L., p 175. Tie first question submitted to the judge (ee 
p- 170) shewe that what was being considered was the rule as to damages 
on the sale of the rea| estate where a vendor, without his default, is unabk 
to make a good title Lord Chelmsford’s judgment is addressed to that 
question, and his observations on fraud (on pp. 206, 207) sre part of his 
comment ¢n Hopkins v. Grazbrook (6 B. & CU. 31), which had decided that 
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Day was willing to complete if he could obtain the new lease | 


obtained, Singleton had no defence to} 


Singleton’s notice to rescind did not deprive Day of | 


consent, then, as already stated, specific performance would be impossible, | 
only have recovered back his deposit and interest and the costs of tavesti - | 


reach of bis duty to | 


Singleton never asked the lessors to accept Day as their | 


We pass on. | 


Romer, J , did not think | 


this | 


| the exceptional rule laid down in Flureau v. Thornhill (2 William Blac 

| 1078) did yot apply where the vendor knew that he had not a good tj 

| although he-believed he could get one, aiid had in fact an equitable titl, 

| Neither Lord Chelmsford’s judgment nor Lord Hatherley’s igs an 
authority for the application of that exceptional rule to the case of g 
vendor who can make a good title but will not, or will not do what he cay 


do, and ought t> do, in order to obtain one. Such a case is, howepe 
covered by Engel v. Fitch (16 W. R. 785, L. R. 3 Q B. 314; 17 W. R. ggg 
L. R. 4 Q. B. 659), which was to a certain extent based on Hopkhing y, 
Grazebrook (ubi supra), and was much commented on in, but not oye 
by, Bain v. Fothergill (ubi supra). These observations do not, however 
dispose of this case. They render it necessary to consider another 
difficulty, which is this. If Dunn’s representatives had tried to obtain the 
lessors’ consent, and had failed, Day could have obtained no more dam 
than those he has recovered. The damage to him is occasioned by be 
not obtaining what he was entitled to by his contract; and, 9 
| far as damages are concerned, the reason why he fails to obtain what 
he bargained for is immaterial. Toe damege is the same whateye 
that reason may be. Why, then, should he obtain more damages ff 
no attempt is made to obtain tie lessors’ consent than he would fe 
entitled to if a proper effort to obtain such consent had been mage 
and had failed? The only reason which can be assigned for deciding 
that he is entitled to more is that the order which limits his dam 
in the first case is itself an anomalous rule bised upon and jus 
| by difficulties in shewing a good title to real property in this country, 
| but one which ought not to be extended to cases in which the reasons 
on which it is based do not apply. This answer to the question with 
which we are dealing appears to us sufficient and satisfactory. The 
answer may possibly be difficult t» reconcile with some of Low 
Chelmsford’s observations in Bain v. Fothergill (ubi supra), but the answer 
| is in our opinion quite consistent with the decision in that case, and it bay 
| the merit of preventing the rule there upheld from leading to grievous in. 
justice. We come, therefore, to the conclusion that the judgment appealed 
from ought to be reversed, except so far as it relates to the deposit, and 
| that it ought to be declared that the plaintiff is entitled to the damages 
which he has sustaived by reason of the omission of the Si 
| to obtain the Consent of the Governors of the Charterhouse to the assign. 
ment to the-piaintift of the tease referred to in fhe memorandum of the 
ist of April, “I897, without the bar, which the said governors would not 
allow the plaintiff to have. Then there must_be an inquiry to ascertain | 
| the amount of these damages, andthe defendant Singleton must be ordered 
to -—He-must—took—for his indemuity t> Dunn’s estate. As 
| regards the co:ts, the piaintiff ts entitled to the costs of the appeal, and t 
| the costs of the action, and the defendajts must look to Dunn’s estate for 
their indemnity. 

Sir F. H. Jeune read a judgment to the same effect.—Counse, Neville, 
Q.C., R. M. Bray, Q.C., and Ward Coldridge : ltowden, Q.C., and Jas 
Smith. Soxicrrons, W. B. Glasier ; Roscoe § LHinks. 

[Reported by R. C, Mackenzir, Barrister-at-Law. 
BURDETT-COUTTS v. THE TRUE BLUE (HANNAN’S) GOLD MIN 
(LIM.). No. 2. 14th July. 
Comrany—ReconstTRUCTION—AGREEMENT FOR ALLOTMENT ov SHanes & 

New Comrany To Mempenrs ovr O1p Company—Laimirep Tre ror Cham 

ny Memuers or Ov» Comrpany—Ciamm Ovr or Time—Accripenta 

Omission To CLaim Wirntn Proven Time—Ciarmant Anroap — Insvyenor 

ro Resrratn Cannyinc Our AGreemenr—Comrantes Act, 1862 (25 &% 

Vicr. c. 89), e. 161. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported ante, p. 
624), granting an injunction to restrain the defendants from carrying ou, 
without providing for the plaintiff’s claim to have allotted to him 
shares in the Trae Blue (Hannan’s) Gold Mines (Limited) (the new 
company), a certain agreement for the allotment of shares in tha 
company to the members of another company (the old company) @ 
the same name. On the 29th of March, 189%, the plaintiff was t 
duly registered holder of 500 fully-paid shares of £1 each in the Tm 

siue (Hannan’s) Gold Mines (Limited). At meetings of the com 
held on the 29th of March, 1899, and the 19th of April, 189, @ 
| which the plaintiff was not present, a epecial resolution was 
passed and confirmed providing for the reconstraction and voluntay 
winding up of the company, the appointment of a liquidator, and & 
registration of a new company to be called the True Blue (Hannagi 
Gold Mines (Limited). By an agreement dated the 24th of April, 1899, 
made between the old company and its Jiquidator of one part and the aw 
company of the other part, it was agreed as follows: (1) That the a 
company and the liquidator should transfer, and the new company 
tuke over all the property and busicess of the old company as thereing® 
out; (2) that as part of the consideratioa for the transfer the new compaly 
should undertake to satisfy the debts and liabilities of the old company; 
3) that the new company should pay the costs and expenses of winding @ 
the old company. By clause 4 it was provided that as the residue of i 
con+ideration for the transfer every member of the old company should 
respect of each share held by him be entitled as of right to caima#® 
allotment to himself or his nominee of one {£1 share in the a 
|company with the sum of 17s. credited as having been paid i 
thereon, and that the new company should allot the shares so ¢ 
Clause 5 provided as follows: ‘‘A member entitled to claim an al 
ment as aforesaid must claim the same within twenty-one 
from the date hereof, or such further time (not exceeding fourteen dg 
as the new company shall determine, by senaing in to the new compaay? 
| claim in writing for the allotment of the ehares, and such claim mus 
| signed by the member making the same, and must be accompanied by @® 
| sum of 1s. per share claimed; and where it requests that the allotment be 
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made to a nominee of such member, it must be countersigned by such 
pominee.”’ Clause 6 provided that the liquidator should, within the next 
seven Gays, give notice in writing of the agreement to each member of the 
cldcompany ; and by clause 7 the liquidator, when sending such notice, was 
{o invite the members of the ol 1 company, other than diseentient members 
gihin the meaning of section 161 of the Companies Act, 1862, to apply 
for such share: of the new company as, but for their dissent, would have 
» en claimed by the dissentient members, and also for such of the shares 
of the new company as the members of the old company, other than the 
dissentient members, should be entitled to claim, but should not clair 
within the limite period (all of which shares were referred to as surplus 
shares), and in the event of more than the surplus shares being applied for 
the new c mpany were to accept the applications and allot the eurplus 
shares rateably according to the holding in the old company of the 
manber applying. The new company were to be under no obligation 
to accept any such application, and if any such application were refused, 
cr accepted in part only, the sum remitted with the application, or the due 
rn portion thereof, was to be returned to the member. Under clause 8 
such of the surplus shares as the members of the old company, other than 
diss: n\icbt members, should be entitled to claim, but should not within 
twenty-one days claim, and as should not be allotted under clause 7, were 
tobe allothd to W. F. Turner under a prior underwriting agreement. 
At the end of April, 1899, the plaintiff received notice of the 
agreement, and a form of application for sharesin the new company. 
He went abroad cn the 19th of May, and through imadvertence did not 
sndin his form of application for shares in the new company until the 
%th of May. The defendants refused to allot him any shares in the new 
company, on the ground that he wasout oftime. The plaintiff accordingly 
prought an action against them, and moved before Kekewich, J., for an 
injunction to restrain the old company and the liquidator from transferring 
or dealing with, aud the new company from allotting, avy shares in the 
new company without first providing for the plaintiff’s claim. Kekewich, 
J., granted the injunction asked for, and the defendant: appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, M.R., and Romer, L.J.) allowed the appeal. 

Linvtey, M.R., said: In this case it appears to me that the appellants 
are entitled to succeed. I think that, when you come to look at it, it is 
impossible to take the view that this scheme is open to the objections in 
point of law which Mr. Lawrence has urged against it. First of all it 
must be borne in mind that we are not esked to approve of a scheme. It is 
said that the working of some cf theze provisions is or may be a hardshi 
upon the plaintiff or other persons similarly situated. If we were ask 
to approve the scheme it may be that we ought to l'sten to that; but our 
function here is quite different. The echeme has been considered and 
duly passed by meetings of shageholdirs,and has become binding upon 
all concerned, if it can be made binding—that is, if it is not w/tra 
rire. What we have now to decide is a pure question of law. In order 
to eettle that question of law we must look at the section—section 
161 of the Companies Act, 1862, which authorizes, or is supposed to 
authorize, what bas here been done, and see whether the provisions of this 
agreement come within the authority which the Legielature bas conferred 
upon majorities of shareholders. The section applicable to this case is 
section 161 of the Companies Act, 1862, which says : ‘*‘ Where any company 
js proposed to be or is in course of being wound up altogether voluntarily, 
aud the whole or a portion of its business or property is proposed to be 
traneferred or sold to another company, the liquidators of the first- 
mentioned company may, with the sanction of a special resolution of the 
company by whom they were appointed conferring either a general 
authority on the liquidators, or an authority in respect of any particular 
arrangement, receive in compensation or part compensation for such 
transfer or sale, shares, policies, or other like interests in such other 
ampany, for the purpose of distribution among the members of the 
company being wound up, or may enter into any other arrangement 
whereby the members of the company being wound up may, in lieu of 
neeiving casb, shares, policies, or other like interests, or in 


laddition thereto, participate in the profit of, or receive any other 


benefit from the purchasing company; and any sale made or 
arrangement entered into by the liquidators in pursuance of this section 
shall be binding on the members of the company being wound up ; subject 
to this proviso, that if any member of the company wound up who has not 
voted in favour of the special resolution passec € company of which 
he-is-a-- member, at—eitter-cf the 


= same, 
| expresses his dissent from any such special resolution in writing addressed 
to the liquidators, or one cf them, and Teft at the registered Bice of the 





company not tater than severr Gaye ufter the date of the mesting-at_which 
such speciat-resolntion was passed, stich dissentient members may require 


thetiquidat rs to do one oF i. . 
prefeF: Tliat is to-eay; ether to abstain from carry 


tlegl—or-to-purchare-thrs ihterest held by such iseentient member.” 
Well, now, what is this Ay ge asitis called? Itisa 


wheme by which the old company which is being wound up—I cannot 
conveniently ca)l it by its name, because both the old and the new company 

the same name, and therefore, to avoid confurion, I will call it the 
old company—by which the old company and its liquidator and the new 
company entered into an agreement. By clause 6 of that agreement the 
eld company is to transfer its assets in the usual way to the new company, 
and the new company is to satisfy all the liabilities of the old and to 
indemnify the old company again:t thoee liabilities, and so on. Afterwards 
comes the rst of the consideration for that transfer, and the rest of the 
comid:ration is a provision in favour of all euch sherehelders in the old 
Company as chould apply for shares m the new. The most important 
put is thir, and rates to the residue of the consideration for the 
waster: ‘* Every member of the old ccmpany shall, in respect cf 
tach share held by him in the old company, be entitled as of right 





to’’—what? All the shareholders are to be treated on the same footing, 
and each of them is to be entitled as of right to claim the allotment to him- 
self or his nominee of one £1 share in of each share held by him in 
the old company. He is not entitled to have it;without asking for it, 
but he is entitled, if he pleases, to claim it as of right. Any person who is 
a shareholder in the old company, and is entitled to claim shares in the 
new, must claim within twenty-one days from the date of the ent 
between the two companies. There you have a time limit within which 
the claim must be made. Pausing there for a moment, it isiu practice 
an7 as a business matter im ble to work outa matter of this kind unless 
a time for cending in claims is fixed. If the time fixed were so short a: to 
be unreasonable, it would, of course, be set aside by the court; but wirh- 
out come time limit you cannot work this ent through. If no 
time limit was fixed the law would imply that the claims must be sent in 
within a reasonable time, and there would be endless disputes about what 
was a reasonable time. There can, therefore, be no objection toa a 
vision of that sort. The language of clause 6 of the agreement about 
notice is this: The liquidator of the old company shall, within seven davs 
from the date thereof, give notice in writing of the agreement to 
each member of the old company. That is right enough. It shews 
tbat there was some provision for informing the members of the old 
company what their righta were. That, therefore, is quite right; so far, 
certainly, it is quite correct, because clause 7 of the agr-ement, 
which with clause 8 gives rice to the present discussion, provides 
that the liquidator of the old company shall at the eame time as 
he shall give notice of the reement invit> the members of 
the old company to apply for such shares as the dissentient members 
but for their dissent would have claimed, and aleo for such shares of the 
new company as the members of the old company, other than dissentient 
members, shall be entitled to claim, Qut shall not claim within the 
period of twenty-one days from the date of the agreement, or such further 
time (not exceeding fourteen days) as the new company shall det: rmine. 
Plainly, therefore, it is foreseen that there may be, and probably will bs, 
some persons, members of the old company, who have not sent in their 
claims within that period ; and if so, invitations are to be sent out to the 
shareholders of the old company to apply for the surplus shares. Then 
it is further stated that the application made to the new company mus’ 
mention the number of surplus shares which the member is willing to take, 
and must be delivered to the new company within twenty one days. The 
new company, of course, is not under any obligation to accept those 
applications. That is plain, and in fact the agreement says so expresely. 
Suppose the new company did not accede to any of the applica- 
tions made to them: the result is that they have got the 
shares and the assets of the old company, and they are therefore the 
masters of the situation. Then comes clause 8. When you look at tha’ 
clause, and consider that this is a scheme by which the new company tcok 
over the assets of the old, which were t upon the con-ideration 
of certain obligations undertaken by the new company as to allotment of 
shares and so on, one of the provisions of the scheme being that the shares 
shall be at the disposal of the new company, I confess that I think that 
scheme is quite warranted by secton 161. ‘The objection is that this isa 
provision for forfeiting the shares of the old company ; and iu a sense, no 
doubt, you may use that language. But the real effect of the offer is, 
You, the shareholders, shall have shares in the new company if you 
choose to take the trouble of applying for them; if you do not spply, 
you may be treated as saying that you do not care to have them It 
appears to me that this is a scheme which is sanctioned i: principle 
by the decision in Postlethwaite v. Port Philip and Colonial Gold Mining 
Co. (88 W. R. 246, 43 Ch. D. 452). I think, indeed, that this case 
goes one step farther. I have not before teen any scheme worked 
out in such detail; but having looked at it, it appears to me that 
it is warranted by the section. If that is to, this injunction cannot 
be sustained. The view upon which the learned judge proceeded in 
granting this injunction has been encouraged by the query in Mr. 
Buckley’s book on Companies (7th ed.), at p. 428, and the doubt raised by 
him. My predecessor, Lord Esher, in Nichol v. Eberhardt Co. (61 L. T. 
489), expre:sed some doubt as to whether a s‘ipulation in an agreement of 
this kind that shares not applied for should be at the disposal of the new 
company was not inconsistent with section 161 of the Companies Act, and 
therefore void. I now answer the query, and at the same time dissent 
from the observations of my predecessor. He was not considering a case 
like this, and be was careful to say that he did not decide the question. 
The appeal must be allowed, and the order of the learned judge granting 
an injunction must be discharged. 

Rowen, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counsat, Rowden, 
Q C., and B. KX. R. Wilkinson ; P.O. Lawrenee, Q.C , and Auvten Cartmell ; 
Warrington, QC., aud Peterson; A. RB. Keby; Ashton Cross; Eustace 
Smith. Sorscrrons, Kimbers ¢ Boatman ; Lawrence, Graham, § Co. ; Hays, 
Schmettau, §& Dunn ; Ashurst Morris, Crisp, § Co. ; Russe li § Arnholz ; Moore, 
Hewitt, & Farmer, 

(Reported by R. C. Mackenzie, Barrister-at-Law.! 
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the plaintiff council, had directed that the plaintiffs were entitled under 
section 13 of the Private Street Works Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vict. c. 57), toa 
charge on certain houses and lands vested in the clefendants and situate in 
Montpelier-road, Twickenham, for sums of £27 10s. and £28 9s. 6d., the 
apportioned amounts of expenses incurred by the plaintiffs in executing 
private street works under section 6 of the Act, together with interest 
thereon. The Private Street Works Act, 1892, was duly adopted for the 
district of Twickenham, and came into operation on the 22nd of February, 
1893. On the 27th of June, 1895, the plaintiffs resolved with respect to 
Montpelier-road to do the various street works mentioned in eection 6 of 
the Act, with the exception of lighting. On the 25th of July, 1895, the 
plaintiffs passed the following resolution : ‘‘ That the specifications, plans, 
sections, estimate, and provisional apportionment prepared by the council 
surveyor with reference to the making up of Montpelier-road, Twickenham, 
be, and they are hereby, approved.” The specifications, &c., mentioned 
in that resolution related to the whole of Montpelier-road. The resolution 
was duly published, and copies thereof were served, in accordance with 
rection 6, sub-section 3, of the Act, on the defendants and other owners 
of premises affected thereby. The defendants gave no notice «f any 
objection, but another owner did give such notice, and on the Ist of 
January, 1896, the matter having been brought before a court of summary 
jurisdiction, the justices held that a part of Montpelier-road was a street 
repairable by the inhabitants at large, but that the remainder was a 
private street within the meaning of the Act, and they amended 


the plans, estimates, and apportionments so as to limit the opera- | 
The justices | 


tion thereof to the latter portion of Montpelier-road. 
did not direct any fresh notices to be served, and no further notices were 
served either on the defendants or on any other person shewing the altera- 
tion in the works proposed to be carried out. On the 24th of October, 


1896, the council’s surveyor made his final apportionment by dividing the | 


expenses in the same proportions in which the estimated expenses were 
divided in the amended provisional apportionment. On the 1%th of 
December, 1516, notices of such final apportionment were served on the 
several owners of the premises affected thereby, including the defendants. 
The defendants gave no notice of objection to the final apportionment. 
The defendants were willing to pay the sums mentioned in the summons, 
provided that the whole of Montpelier-road was repaired, but they objected 
to the repair of the portion to which the scheme of the plaintiffs had been 


limited by the magistrates, as being detrimental to them so long as the | 


rest of the road remained unrepaired. The material provisions of the 
Private Street Works Act, 1892, are as follows: ‘'5. In this Act, if not 
inconsistent with the context the expression ‘ street’ means (unless 
the context otherwise requires) a street as defined by the Public Health 
Acts, and not being a highway repairable by the inhabitants at large. 


6 (1). Where any street or part of a street is not sewered, levelled, paved, | 


metal'ed, flagged, channelled, made good, and lighted to the satisfaction of 
the urban autbority, the urban authority may from time to time resolve 
with respect to such street or part of a street to do’’ the private street works 
therem enumerated, ‘‘and the expenses incurred by the urban authority 
in executing private street works shall be apportioned (subject as in this 
Act mentioned) on the premises fronting, adjoining, or abutting on such 
street or part of a street. Any such resolution may include teveral streets 
or parts of streets, or may be limited to any part or parts of a street. (2) 
The surveyor chal] prepare, as respects each street or part of a street, (a) 
a specification of the private street works referred to in the resolution, 
with plans and erections (if applicable): (4) an estimate of the probable 
expenses of the works; (c) a provisional apportionment of the estimated 
expenses among the premises liable to be charged therewith under this 
Act. Such specification, plans, sections, estimate, and provisional 
apportionment shall comprise the particulars prescribed in Part 1. of the 
«bhedule of this Act, and shall be submitted to the urban authority, who 
may by resolution approve the same respectively, with or without modifica- 
tion or addition as they think fit. (3) The resolution approving the 
specifications, plans, and erections (if any), estimates, and provisional 
apportionments shall be published in the manner prescribed in Part II. of 
the schedule in this Act, and copies thereof tlall be served on the owners of 
the premises shewn as liable to be charged in the provisional apportionment 
within seven days after the date of the first publication. During one month 
from the date of the first publication the approved specifications, plans, and 
s:ciions (if any), estimates, and provisional apportionment s (or copies thereof 
certified by the surveyor) shali be kept at the urban authority offices, 
and shall be open to inspection at aj] reasonable times. 7. During the 
s3i(1 month any owner of apy premises shewn in the provisional apport‘on- 
ment as liable to be charged with any part of the expenses of executing 
the works may by written notice served on the urban authority object to 
the proposls of the urban authority on any of the following groundse— 
that is to say: (a4) That an alleged street or part of a streetis not or does 
not form part of a ttreet within the meaning of this Act; (4) that a ttreet 
or part of a strect in whole or in part) a highway repairable by the 
nhabitants at large; ‘¢) that there bas been some material informality, 
defect, or errorin orin respect of the resolution, notice, plans, rections, 
or estimate; (d) that the proposed works are insufficient or unreasonable 
* ‘1. The urban authority at any time after the expiration of the sa‘d 


month may apply to a court of tummary jurisdiction to appoint a time 
fw determining the matter of all objections made as in this Act men- 
tored, ard ll publish a notice of the time and place appciut«d, and 
c pies cf + nice shall be « rved upom the object ra, and at any time | 
aw! place #0 appointed any euch court may procecd to bear and determine 


t.< iuatter of ail such objections in the rame manner as nearly as may be, 


and with the same powers, and subject to the same provisions 
with respect to eteting «a case, as if the urban authority were 
proceeding summarily against the objectors to enfore payment 


The court may quash 


aA a eum of money summarily recoverable. 





in whole or in part, or may amend the resolution, plans, ~2ctions, 
estimates, and provisional apportionments, or any of them, on the 
application either of any objector or of the urban authority. The court 
may also, if it thinks fit, adjourn the heariog and direct any further 
notices to be given. (2) No objection which could be made under this 
Act shall be otherwise made or allowed in any court, proceeding, og 
manner whatsoever.”’ 11. ‘The urban authority may from time to time 
amend the specifications, plans, and sections (if any), estimates, and 
provisional apportionments for any private street works ; but if the total 
amount of the estimates in respect of any street or part of a street ig 
increased, such estimates and the provisional apportionment shall be 
published in the manner prescribed in Part II. of the schedule to this Act, 
and shall be open to inspection at the urban authority’s office at alj 
reasonable times, and copies thereof shall be served on the owners of the 
premises affected thereby ; and objections may be made to the increnge 
and apportionment, and, if made, shall be dealt with and determined in 
like manner as objections to the original estate and apportionment,” 
Section 12 provides for a final apportionment to be made after the comple. 
tion of the works, and empowers the owners to object on the grounds therein 
| mentioned. Section 13 gives the urban authority a charge on premises 
| included in the final apportionment for the sums finally apportioned. The 
plaintiffs took out a summons asking for a declaration that they were entitled 
| to a charge on the defendants’ premises in Montpelier-road, Twickenham, 
for the two sums of £27 10s. and £28 9s. 6d., with interest. Stirling, J, 
made a declaration in accordance with the summons, and the defer dants 
appealed. 7 

Tue Court (Linvivy, M.R., Right Hon. Sir F. H. Jeune, and Rowen 
L.J.) dismissed the appeal without calling upon the counsel for the 
respondents. y f 

Linpiey, M.R., said: I am uvable to take the view which has beeg 

| contended for on behalf of the appellant, though I cannot help thinking 
| that it would have been much better if the justices had thought fit to 
| adjourn in order to give notice to all persons who might be affected by the 
order which they were about to make. The real question which we have 
to consider is as to their jurisdiction to make the order without 
| adjourning and giving notice. For my part, I feel very great difficulty in 
| getting over the construction of the section which I will read presently, 
|I need not go through the other sections in detail, though it is 
well in dealing with this matter to keep them in mind. I agree ent 
| with Stirling, J., in the construction he puts on that part cf section § 
| which says that ‘‘ the court may quath in whole or in part or may amend 
| the resolution, plars, sections, estimates, and provisional apportionments, 
| or any of them, on the application either of any objector or of the urban 
euthority. The court may also, if it thinks fit, adjourn the hearing and 
direct any further notices to be given.’’ In this particular case a resolu 
| tion had been passed to make up the whole road. The present appellanta, 
the defendants in the action, approved of that, and therefore did not 
object. That was what he wanted. Somebody else, however, sent in an 
objection. The case then came before the justices, and the justices 
amended the plans, &c., in such a way as to alter the scheme from s 
making up of the whole road into the making up of ovly that portion of 
the road which was a private road. That was done by the justices 
under the power contained in the section, or part of a section, which 
I have just read; and I have not the tlightest doubt myself 
that they are acting within the power which the Legislature bas 
conferred upon them. I do not think the language of section 8, sub 
section 1, admits of any other construction. The justices had, fT 
think, ample power to do what they did. There were present befor 
them the urban authority of Twickenham on the one side and the objector 
on the other, and the justices had ample power to amend the resolution, 
So far, I think, there is no doubt at all. But then comes this language, 
which seems to me rather more difficult to deal with: *‘ The court may 
also, if it thinks fit, adjourn the hearing and direct any further notices to 
be given.’’ Now, it is the question of the practical application of that 
power that gives rie to the difficulty in this care. It appears to me that 
that language—‘ the court may also, if it thinks fit,” do what I have read 
—gives them a discretion, and puts them in the position of having @ 
decide in each particular case whether it is necessary or proper to adjoum 
and order notice to be given to persons not before the court. If thy 
| think the occasion is one in which they ought to adjourn and direct notes 
to be given to certain persons, then of course they ought to act a cordingly, 
But if they look into the matter, and having done so think it is a small 
metter, and does not require that any further notices shall be givey 
they are the judges of whether an adjournment shall take place oO 
further notices shall be given. To construe the Act otherwise would 
be to deprive them of the power of dec'ding such a matter, and it 
would come to this, that if they were making any alteration at all in the 
“‘resoluticn, plans, sections, estimates, and provisional apportionments, @ 
any of them” (except, perhaps, a merely clerical alteration), they 
adjourn for the purpose of giving notices to persons who may be affected. 
That, certainly, is not what the Act says. The Legislature has, it seem 
to me, entrusted to the court (that is, ‘o the justices) a power tom 
whether the order or the amendment they are making is of such® 
character as to make it proper that an adjournment should take place and 
notice should te given. 1 regret that here the justices did not take i 
opporite view ; but I cannot help thinking that what we are asked t 
would bave the effect of rendering inoperative the statutory provisdom 
which I have read. ‘The appeal, therefore, must be dismixted. 

Sir F. 1. Juonn, in delivering judgment to the same effect, remnarkel 
that bis sympathies were entirely with the appellant, who might p 
argue that the provisions of tection % were subject to tho general pri 
that a court could not act without hearing thove who might be affected 
J the order it was making. But hislordship thought he could not give 
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t contention, because from the language used it appeared that the 

? _ ine intended that this very matter should be left to the discretion 
of the justices. 

Rouen, L.J., concurred.—Counsrt, R. Cunningham Glen ; Macmorran, 

Qc., and Zhe Hon. Frank Russell. Soxtcrrons, Ruston § Co. ; Munton § 


Hare. {Reported by R. C. Mackenzix, Barrister-at-Law. } 


High Court—Chancery Division. 

Re ROBERT WATSON & CO. (LIM.). Kekewich, J. July 2lst. 
Qompayy—Panrtiy Patp-vup Suares—Svurriciency or Fitep Conrract— 
*Srarement or Nature or Constpgnation—CuanactTer or TRANSACTION— 

Rererence TO Unritep Contract—Companies Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. 

c, 131), s. 25—Companres Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vicr. c. 26). 

This'was a motion under the Companies Act, 1898, for an order direct- 
ing thé filing of the original contract between the vendors and the com- 


| poy, or alternatively of a memorandum in writing in a form to be 


ved by the court, The facts were as follows: Upon the inco - 

tin of Robert Watson & Co. (Limited), two agreements, both dated 
the 30th of September, 1887, were entered into between the vendors, 
hitherto trading as Robert Watson & Co., and the company. By the 
frst agreement the vendors agreed to eell and the company agreed to 
hase ‘‘all and singular the lands then belonging to the said firm, 
whether situate in India, England, or elsewhere, the moneys, bills, notes, 
and other negotiable instruments and securities for money, the book and 
other debts and things in action belonging to the same firm, and the full 
benefit of all contracts to which the same firm was entitled in connection 
with the business theretofore carried on by them, and all and singular 
other the property and assets of every description, including the good- 
will of the said business, and the right to use the trade-marks or other 
marks of a like nature used in connection with the said business, and to use 
theneme cf Robert Watson & Oo. as part of the name of the company.” 
As part of the consideration for the sale a certain portion of the purchase 
price was to be satisfied by the issue of a certain number of shares in the 
company to the persons and in the proportions therein specified, a certain 
sum being credited as paid up thereon; and before the issue of the said 
shares the company were to enter into a separate agreement embodying the 
relevant provisions thereof, and register the same. By the eecond agree- 
ment of the same date it was recited that by the above-mentioned agree- 
ment ‘* the vendors had agreed to sell and the company had agreed to buy 
the property in the agreement now in recital mentioned for the considera- 
tin and on the terms and conditions therein expressed and contained, and 
among others that the company should enter into the ment herein- 
after contained,’’ and it was thereby agreed that ‘‘ in falfilment of the eaid 
condition in that behalf and in consideration of the said sale, and in part 
payment of the purchase-money payable in respect thereof,’’ the 
company would immediately after the registration of the second - 
ment with the said registrar issue and allot the shares therein mentioned 
to the persons and in the ceveral proportions therein specified, with a 
certain eum credited as paid up thereon. ‘The second agreement was duly 
filed on the 30th of September, 1887, before any of the said shares were 
issued, and no other agreement was filed. Apprehending that the filed 
ycontract might not be suflicient, the company now moved the court as 
above stated for an_order (if necessary) directing the filing of a proper 


‘contract. Tne respondent was the registered holder of several of the said 


partly paid-up shares. Counsel for the company contended in support of 
the filed document that as the agreement recited that the contract was in 
consideration of a sale, the character of the transaction, and therefore the 
nature of the consideration, was mentioned, end that no one from reading 
the contract in Re S. Frost ¢ Co. (Limited) (47 W. R. 27; 1898, 2 Ch. 556; 
on appeal, 15 T. L. R. 390) would gain any more information than he 
would from reading this contract. The following cases were also referred 
to: Re Nharaskhoma Exploring and Prospecting Syndicate (46 W. R. 37; 
1897, 2. Ch. 451), Re Maynards (Limited) (46 W. R. 346; 1898, 1 Ch. 515), 
> African Gold Concessions and Development Co. (47 W. R. 509; 1899, 1 Ch. 
id). 

Kexewicn, J.—My anxious desire is to follow the guide afforded by the 
Court of Appeal in Re S. Frost § Co. (Limited), and not the les3 s> because 
they did not adopt the view which I took in Re Maynards (Limited). Tne 
difficulty is to know, when you come to test it with a written document, 
what their view was. Now, in all these cases—in the Aharaskhoma case, in 
Re 8. Frost § Co, (Limited), and ia Markham and Darter's case—it is clear that 
you must have stated on the face of the contract the ‘‘ nature ’’ of the con- 
ideation, or the ‘‘kind’’ or ‘‘sort’’ of the c »ntideration, or, as Wright, J., 

it, the ‘‘ real nature’’ of the consideration, and the difficulty is to know 
wha’ they meant by that phrase—I say ‘ by that pbrase,’’ because though 
the language ured is a littie different, there was the same phrase through- 
eat. This contract says that ‘' the vendors agreed to cell and the company 
agreed to buy the property in the agreement now in recital mentioned for 
te consideration, and on the terms and conditions therein expressed and 
sontaiued.'’ Now, if the argument of the applicants’ counsel in support 
of the filed document is ursound, that is not in itself sufficient, because in 
Re S. Frost § Co, (Limited), on appeal, Vaughan Williams, L.J., says—and 
the other judges did not differ from bim—“ it is not a euflicient statement 
wf the consideration if the only statement of it is to refer you to another 
eatact in which the consideration is set out.’? It is not, therefore, 
Bevgh to say ‘the property in the agreement now in recital mentioned.”’ 
But the applicants’ ccunsel cays that the nature of the consideration 
Petts to the form cr character of the transaction, ho says here the trans- 
Gen is one of purchase and sale, it is not an exchange or anything other 


than a sale, and that is all you want to know. If that contention is not 

Cai eae Idonotthink that the meaning con- 
tended for is wi the contemplation of the statute or the decided cases. 
In Re 8. Frost § Co. (Limited) the Court of Appeal agreed with Romer, J., 
except upon the point dealing with the Statute of Frauds, with which I have 
nothing now todo. On p. 560, Romer, J., after referring to the sta t 
of the consideration, says: ‘‘ That is a short but, to my mind, sufficiént 
statement of the consideration, and I do not think it was essential that 
the full particulars of the leasehold businesses and plant should be detailed 
in the filed contract,’’ and then he goes on to point out (what pe ey 
received the approval of the Court of Appeal) that, if the other view be 
held, you must set out au inventory of the property. He evidently had in 
his mind the distinction between a general description and a detailed 
inventory of the property. He said t the former was sufficient, but 
that the latter you could not require without an absurdity. That is 
what I understand Chitty, L.J., to have meant in the Kharaskhoma 
case, and he gave the illustrations of a concesxion in South Africa, 
of furniture supplied to an_ hotel ‘eo , and of the sale of a 
goodwill and stock-in-trade, in all of w cares @ person reading 
the registered document sees the nature—the subject-matter—of the 
consideration. Now, in the document before me ¢ m does not 
see what is the subject-matter of the consideration, and I do not think that 
the Court of Appeal intended their decision in Re S. Frost $ Co. (Limited) 


consideration. Here the nature of the consideration can only be deter- 
mined by referring to another document, and with respect to that I only 
repeat what I said before—that what Vaughan Williams, I..J., said was 
in point, and it was concurred in by the other lords justices. In my 
opinion, therefore, this case does not come within Re S. Frost ¢ Co. 
(Limited), and the filed document is insufficient.—Covcnse:, Warrington, 
Q.C., and Armitstead ; C. Musgrave. Soxicrrons, Freshfields § Williams. 


{Reported by R. J. A. Monnisoyn, Barrister-at-Law. } 


DUKE OF DEVONSHIRE v, BROOKSHAW. Kekewich, J. 18th July. 


Restraint or Trape—Covexant—Orrenstve Traps on Business —Friev 
Fisu Snor—NecessaRi_y Orrenstve—Acaurescenck —INsUNCTION. 


This was an action for an injunction to restrain the defendant, who was 
carrying on the business of a fried fish shop on the plaintiff's Compton 
Place Estate at Eastbourne, from committing a breach of a covenant 
entered into by the defendant’s predecessors in title with the plaintiff not 
to carry on updn the premices in question ‘‘ any offensive trade or busines: 
whatsoever.’’ The business of a fried fish shop had been carried on at the 
shop since 1887, and by the defendant’s father from the 3rd of July, 1891, 
to the 18th of September, 1896, and subsequently thereto by the defendant 
himself In 1892 the ration of commenced i 
against the defendant's father on account of the nuisance occasioned by 
the business, and the proceedings were com wen Se un i 
that certain alterations should be made tending to the nuisance. 
Evidence was adduced to prove that people living in the neighbourhood of 
the shop had lost lodgers and been unable to let their rooms or house on 
account of the smell from the shop. Cu .unsel for the defendant contended 
that the business was not necessarily an offensive trade or business, and 
referred to the Public Health Act, 1875, s. 112, and to Braintree Lecal 
Board v. Boyton (52 L. T., p. 99), and als> that the plaintiff had lost bis right 
to bring the action through acquiescence. 

Kexewicu, J.—The covenant in this deed is not in any common form 
which I know, but it is tolerably plain. The words which I have to deal 
with are ‘‘carry on any offensive trade or business whateoever."" The 
forms with which I am better acquainted specify eome of the offensive 
trades which are prohibited, but th's does not, therefore [ have to constrae 
these words without the aid of any context. Now, the defendant -_ with 
some force that there must be what he called a ‘‘ necessarily *’ offensive 
trade, and he cited the case under the Public Health Act. No doubt there 
are some trades which can be carried on without giving offence to the 
neighbours, but there are also some which cannot be carried on without 
giving offence unless they are carried on with very tcare. I am not 

to say that a fried fish shop is necessarily in the first class. 
fe fs quite possible and I shall assume that a fried fish shop can 
be carried on in a narrow street without giving offence to anyone. 
That is an abstract proposition. But what I have to consider is 
whether, having regard to the nature of the business and the 
locality where it is carried on, this is an offensive trade or business. 
Now, | have sufficient evidence to shew that it is carried on so as to 
be an offence to some of the neighbours. They have been into the 
witness-box and told me that they have lost lodgers and been 
unable to let their houses ay On, the smell from this shop. There- 
fore I have it proved as a that the bu-iness as carried on 
offends many persons, and, s> far as I can j they are 
not persons of extraordinary delicacy in their nostrils or elsewhere. I 
therefore think it proved that this business js an offence against them. 
Then on the other side I have evidence that there are some persons who 
| say they are not offended by the way the bu iness is carried on. The 
business, however, must be more or less offensive eren to them, and I am 
| not prepared to give very great weight to their evidence. Thea 
that the defendant is doing his best to prevent any offence. That is a 
| double-sdged argument. I think it is clear tha done 





best, but then, unfortanately, that shews how vy a it would 
| be if he did not take those precautions, and » Of coursa, 
tells st him. Then comes the real question in the case. 
There ne doubt, ab ite bene bag Sun ey, So ee 
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Eastbourne interfered in 1892. I donot attribute much importance to 
that. This is aczse of covenant which binds the present assignee of the 
house. The covenant still exists, and nothing but the definite waiver of it 
can release the covenantee from his covenant. There might be such a 
waiver by conduct which might influence the court, but it would be very 
strong to say that there was any such conduct in this case. The plaintiff's 
agent knew of it and not the plaintiff, and now the covenant is only being 
enforced for the benefit-of the neighbourhood, and the plaintiff would pot 
trouble to enforce it except for the benefit of the neighbours. I think I 
must grant the injunction.—CovunseL, Warrington, Q.C., and Rowden, Q.C. ; 
E. P. Hewitt. Soxtrrors, Currey, Holland, §& Currey ; Preston, Stow, § 
Preston, for L. C. Wintle, Eastbourne. 


Reported by RK. J. A. Mornison, Barrister-at-Law. 


ReMADDOCK. BUTT». WRIGHT. Cozens-Hardy, J. 8th and 22nd July. 


Practice—Taxation or Costs—EmpitoymMent or Two Counset—T RrustTees 
Severance or Derence—Hostite Action. 


Summons. This was a creditors’ action, commenced jn the Liverpool 
Registry to administer the estate of Mary Ann Maddock, against the 
executcrsa and trustees of her will. It was not, however, clear whether 
there would or would not be any surplus after paying debts. One of the 
executors and truses, A. T. Wright, was a member of a firm of solicitors 
who acted for the estate. The will contained a clause author’zing the 
solicitor-trastee to act and to be paid in the ordinary way. The action 
was by arrangement turned into a more complicated proceeding in which 
the question of the validity of certain voluntary settlements of which tle 
defendants were also trustees was raised. The plaintiffs by minutes which 
ther n' mitted previous to the further consideration sought to take away 
fr m te defendants the sale of the untold portion of the estate, and 
als» to obtain an order of a hostile nature against the defendant 
Wright alone in respect of a sum of upwards of £2,400, which ia the 
executorship accounts had been treated as expenses of executorship, and 
which represented sums paid to his firm fer costs. When the matter 
came on on further consideration Byrne, J., gave the plaintiffs the conduct 
of the sales, but not because of any misconduct on the part of the defen- 
dants, to whom he allowed solicitor and client costs. The learned judge 
also directed that the district registrar was to allow upon taxation a separate 
set of costs to each defendant in respect of their appearances on further 
consideration; and making no distinction between tke defendants as 
to the £2,400, be directed the bills of costs to be taxed or moderated, 
and that the registrar should, without prejudice to any question, dis- 
tingui h between profit costs and other costs, charges and disbursements. 
The registrar, in taxing the costs of the action, allowed the plaintiff 
the costs of two couns-1, but refused to allow the defendant Wright the 
costs of more than one counsel. In answer t> the defendants’ notice of 
objection, the registrar stated as follows: ‘‘ The fact that the plaintiff has 
been allowed the fees of two counsel does not seem to be material. The 
plaintiff is a creditor administering the estate on behalf of the creditors. The 
perzons beneficia'ly interested in the estate other than the plaintiff appeared 
by one counsel «nly, as did Mr. Hull, one of the defendants, who appeared 
sepirately, and was allowed by the judge his costs of doing eo. ‘Lhe two 
counsel there fore appeared for Mr. Wright alone, and, inasmuch as he is only 
one of the trustees, not beneficially interested, Ido not in the exercise of my 
di-cretion ccnsider he was justified in putting the estate to the expense of 
two counsel. The argument in court, eo far as the trustees were 
conc2rned, referred mostly to their owa costs and the conduct of the sale, 
which was giver by the judge tothe plaintiff.’’ The defendants took out 
th’s summons that their objections to the taxation of costs might be 
allowed, and that it might be referred back to the district registrar to 
vary his certificate accordingly. 


July 22.—Cozens-Harpy, J.—I think that it is evident that there wa; 
a terious matter of litigation between the plaintiffs and the defendant 
Wright, involving a lisbility forthwith to pay into court a very consider- 
able tum of money. The question was in substance decided against the 
plaintiff and in favour of the defendant Wright. But the registrar 
has refused to allow Wright the costs of more than one counsel. 
That it is competent to the court to overrule the decision of the 
taxing-master in such a matter as this is clear. I may refer to the case of 
Kirkwood v. Webster (26 W. R. 812, L. R. 9 Ch. D. 239), where Fry, J., on 
a party-and-party taxation allowed the costs of a third counsel, which had 
been di-allowed by the taxing-matter. But I have felt considerable doubt 
whether it is right for me to review the taxation in this respect, for I 


recognize fully that the discretion of the master ought not Jightly to be | 


interfered with. There are, however, circumstances in this case which I 
think justify me in referring it back to the registrar to allow the proper costs 
of asecond counsel. When a trustee is attacked and sought “= rendered 
liable for a considerable sum of money, and the attack fails, and the judge 
directs texation of his solicitor and client costs, it ix not reasonable to refuse 
him the same azsistance from counsel as the plaintiff, the attacking party, 
had. The registrar reems to me tol ave proceeded upon a wrong principle 
and to have been influenced by the fact that Byrne, J., thought fit to allow 
a separate set of corts of the hearing on further consideration to each 
defendant, but I do not think that this circumstance makes any difference. 


Tke right given to the defendant Hall toappear by separate counsel ought | 


not to prejudice the defendant Wright. ‘The position of a trustee is at all 
times one cf difficulty, and I am not disposed to say that Mr. Wright 
acted unreasonably or improperly in instructing two coungel to represent 
him.—Covunser, Asthury, Q.C ,and MacUConkey ; P.M. I’reston. Sortcrrons, 
Wright, Lecket, & Wright ; Gibbons & Arkle. 


Reyorted by Nevitie Teoectr, Barrister-at-Law., 


—s 
Re MAYNARD. Kekewich, J. 8th July. 


Minenats-¢Lease—Waste—Oren on Usorenen Mine—Sertiep Estar 
Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vicr. c. 18), s. 4. 


Under the will of Viscount Maynard, who died in 1865, the Countess o 
Warwick was tenant for life of an estate known as the Bagworth egt 
in the county of Leicester, and her eldest son, Lord Brooke, an infant, 
was tenant in tail in remainder expectant on her decease. The Bigworth 
estate was divided by a strip of land running east and west belonging tog 
different owner. There was a seam of coal underlying the northern portion 
of the Bagworth estate which ran across under the strip of lang 
and was continued under the southern portion of the Bagworth 
estate. At the time of Lord Maynard’s death the coal under the northerg 
portion of the Bagworth estate was leased to a colliery company 
and was worked by them from a _ shaft sunk therein. In 1895 
Lady Warwick purchased the part of the seam of coal underlyj 
the dividing strip, and leased it with a way-leave through it to the 
colliery company. The part of the seam of coal underlying the southern 
portion of the Bagworth estate bad not yet been worked, and it was now 
proposed to grant a lease of it toa Mr. Bramall. It appeared that it way 
possible to work it from the shaft sunk in the northern portion of the 
es‘ate, but that it would be far more convenient to work it from a ney 
shaft sunk in the southern portion of the estate, which it was intended to 
do. This was a petition by Lady Warwic’, the tenant for life, under the 
Settled Estates Act, 1877, for the approval of te court to the proposed 
lease, and the question arose whether, ifa new shaft wer3 sunk as intended, 
it would be considered as the opening of a new mine, in which case three. 
fourths of the rent would have to be ret aside and investe1 under section 4 
of the Act, or merely as the digging of a new pit in an old mine, in which 
case only one-fourth of the rent would have to be set aside. 

Kexewicn, J., said that the southern port’on of the estate was quite 
separate from the northern, and that there was as much distinction between 
them for this purpose as if they were situate in different counties; thatif 
a new shaft were sunk it must be regarded as the opening of a new mine, 
and that three-fourths of the rent must accordingly be set aside.—Covnsmt, 
Warrington, Q.C., and Darlington; P. O Lawrence, Q.C, and F. L, 
Wright ; Onslow. Soxrscrrons, Farrer § Co. ; Frere, Cholueley, § Co. 

Reported by C. C. Hexstey, Barrister-at-Law. 





CRIMINAL BUSINESS AT ASSIZES. 


Tuer following report of a epecial committee on this subject was adopted 
by the Council of the Incorporated Law Scciety on the 21st inst. :— 

The committee have considered the report of the General Council of the 
Bar on Criminal Business at Assizes, referred to them on the 30th of June last, 
The report refers to evils which have long been recognized, and which 
undoubtedly call for redress, but this committee regret that the report is 
so circumscribed. In the opinion of this committee the administration of 
justic3 in the provinces is unsatisfactory, and should, both as respec's 
criminal and civil business, be entirely remodelled. Tae system causes 
needless expenditure of public money, is injurious to the suitors, and 
inconvenient to the profession. Apa:t from these considerations, the 
assiz3 system renders it impossible for the important business of the 
Queen’s Bench Division to be dealt with satisfactorily in London. This 
committee cannot agree with the General Council of the Bar that a Royal 
Commission, or Departmental Committee, should be appointed to inquire. 
Any such course would lead to unnecessary delay. The whole subject has 
been inquired into. The facts are known. Theevilsare apparent. They 
press heavily on suitors and others. What in the opinion of this com- 
mittee is urgently needed is the instituticn cf an «entirely new system 
framed with regard to facilities for travelling, changes in population, and 
the utilization of existing resources, in substitution for an antiquated and 
cumbersome system applicable to a state of things which no longer exists. 
Action, not inquiry, is wanted. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Honours Examination.—Junz, 1809. 

At tbe Examination for Honours of Candidates for Admission on the 
Roll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, tle Examination Committe 
recommended the following as being entitled to Honorary Distinction :— 

Frust Crass. 
{In order of Merit. | 
Prucy James Smrru, who terved his clerkship with Mr. William Clifton, 





of Nottingham. 

Hvucn Luoyp Parny, B.A. (Lond.), LL.B. (Vict.), who served his cle 
thip with Messrs. Herbert Lewis & Davies, of Liverpool; and Mesm 
Sharpe, Parker, Pritchards, & Barbam, of London. ; 

Wittram Epseston Rippen., B.A. (Camb.), who served his cler 
with Mr. George Wilkineon, of the firm of Messrs. Wilkinson & Mars 
| of Newcastle-on-Ts ne. 

Eusis Wittiam Davier, who 8 rved his clerkehip with Mr. David Griffith 

Davies, of Bethesda. 

Evoan Wutoiey, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with Mesem 
| Parker, Garrett, & Holman, of London. 
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Cuartes Berry, who served his clerkship with Mr. George Herbert 
\s tt, formerly of the firm of Messrs. Eldridge & Sprott, and now of 
ond Crump, Sprott, & Co., both of London. 

Francts NaTHantet Creswick, B.A., LL.D. (Camb.), who served his 
clerkship with Mr. Nathaniel Creswick, C.B., of Sheffield; and Messrs. 
Crowders, Vizard, & Oldham, of London. 

‘RecInaLp Ceci Jonzs, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Arthur 
Lupton, of the firm of Messrs. Lupton & Fawcett, of Leeds. 
Bernard Swanwick Wnricut, who served his clerkship with Mesers. 
Dowson & Wright, of Nottingham; and Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co., of 
mdon. 
ae Gates, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick Holman, 
ithe firm of Messrs. Lewis & Holman, of Lewes. 


Seconp Crass. 
[In Alpkabetical Order. ] 


Gerald Lacy Addison, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwin Williams, 
of the firm of Messrs. Gush, Phillips, Wallers, & Williams, of London. 

Alfred Lever Brownson, B.A., LL.B. (Vict.), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. Thomas Brownson, of Hyde. 

William North Buckmaster, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. George Sanderson Lynch, of the firm of Messrs. Blount, Lynch, & 
Petre, of London. 

Wilfrid Dunn, who served his clerkship with Mr. Albert Beldon, of the 
firm of Messrs. Beldon & Ackroyd, of Bradford. 

William Henry Perruzzi Gibson, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
James Henry Gibson, of the firm of Messrs, Gibson, Usher, & Co., of 
London. 

Harold Salter Gouldsmith, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Humphrey Thomas Martin Crowther Gwynn, of the firm of Messrs, 
Gwynn & Masters, of Bristol; and Messrs. Badham & Williams, of 
London. 

Edward Harris, who served his clerkship with Mr. Griffith John Lewis 
Morgan, of Swansea. 

win Thomas Hopkins, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Kingsley Rutter, of the firm of Messrs. Rutter & Rutter, of Shaftesbury. 

Ernest Harper Kempe, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwin Boxall, 
of Brighton. 

James Mitchelson Linton, B.A. (Camb.), who served his clerkship with 
Messrs. Linton & C. & W. Kenshole, of Cardiff; and Messrs. Bell, 
Broderick, & Gray, of London. 

Edgar Charles Mileham, who served his clerkship with Mr. Harry 
Thomas Mileham, of the firm of Messrs. Montagu, Mileham, & Moatagu, 
of London. 

Robert Lee Mosse, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Henry 
Pitman, of the firm of Messrs. Pitman & Sons, of London. 

Alfred Kingsford Mowll, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Worstold Mowll, of Dover and Canterbury. 

Otto George Petersen, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 
Llewellyn Devonshire, of the firm of Messra. Devonshire & Co., of London. 

John William Pickles, who served his clerkship with Mr. Louis James 
Leach, of Halifax. 

William Procter, who serv.d his clerkship with Mr. Edwin Berry, of 
Liverpool. 

William Parsons Reade, B.A., LL.B. (Camb.), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. Henry Lister Reade, of Congleton; and Walter Hudson 
es of the firm of Messrs. G. F. Hudson Matthews & Oo., of 

ndon. 

Robert Ritchie, who served his clerkship with Mr. George William Fox, 
of Manchester. 

Guy Leopold Spooner, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Harrison, of Plymouth. 

George Frederick Wilkins, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick 
George Neave, LL.D., of the firm of Neave & Bretherton, of London. 

Cecil Storey Wollen, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
“ er & Wollen, of Torquay; and Messrs. Cunliffe & Davenport, of 

ndon. 

Bertram Wilmot Wood, who served his clerkship with Mr. H. M. 
Dalston, of the firm of Messrs. Dalston, Son, & Elliman; and Mr. William 
Charles Croome, of the firm of Mesers. Courtenay, Croome, Son, & Finch, 
both of London. 

Tump C1ass. 


[{n Alphabetical Order. ] 


Kenneth Herford Atkinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Fenton 
G. Atkinson, of the firm of Messrs. Atkinson, Saunders, & Oo., of 
Manchester. 

Thomas Nicholls Beavan, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
— Wannop, of Chichester; and Messrs, Dixon, Weld, & Dixons, of 

ndon, 

William Henry Bellamy, who served his clerkship with Mr. Herbert 
William Dibben, of Blandford and Wimborne; and Messrs. Lovell, Son, & 
Pitfield, of London. 

William Robert Caesar, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Hollams, 
Sons, Coward, & Hawkeley, of London. 

Frank Tom Carver, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Gwynne 
James, of the firm of Messrs. Gwynne James & Son, of Hereford. 

George Harold Clennell, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. 
Walter C. Clennell and Mr. Walter Maskell, both of London. 

— Henry Coles, who cerved his clerkship with Mr. Henry Tebbs, of 
lord. 


Thomas Dodds, who served his clerkship with Mr, James Alfred Spiers 








Scott, of the firm of Messrs, W. G. 8. & G. Q. 8. Scott, of Newcastle-upon - 


Be Hislop, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Romer, jun., 
of London. 

Edwin James Howard, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. Arthur 
William Tuck, of Oakham ; and Mr. Charles Vandyke Thorneycroft, of the 
firm of Messrs. Thorneycroft & Willis, of London. 

Trevor Havard Hunter, who served his clerksh’p with Mr. Edwin C. 
Teeth Jemen” Aldstiies Le, h ed hi h 

ames tt, who serv s clerkship with Mr. 
William Carter, of London. ~ ee 

Frederick Thomas Seward Marsh, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Herbert William Dibben, of Wimborne Minster ; and Messrs. Lovell, Son, 
& Pitfield, of London. 

George Okell, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with Mr. Edmund 
Child Haynes, of the firm of Messrs. Hunter & Haynes, of London. 

’ Arthur Bertram Plummer, who served his clerkship with Mr. Leslie 
oe Wintle, of Eastbourne ; and Messrs. Preston, Stow, & Preston, of 
ndon. 

Arthur Elliott Riddett, who servei his clerkship with Messrs. James 
Eldridge & Sons, of Newport, Isle of Wight; and Messrs. Muaons & 
Longden, of London. 

Cecil Bradley Rooke, who served his cle:kship with Messre. Rooke & 
Sons, of London. 

Alfred Sterry, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwin Hart, of the 
firm of Messrs. Budd, Brodie, & Hart, of London. 

Edward Barlow Stocker, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur 
Barlow, of Nottingham. 

George Champny Swayne, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
O’ Brien ——. of the firm of Messrs. O’Donaghue & Anson, :' 
Bristol; and Mr. id Thomason Gould, of the firm of Messrs 
—— & Gould, of Glastonbury ; and Messrs. Bridges, Sawtell, & Co., of 

ndon. 

Thomas Rider Thompson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joh 


oe, of Bl urn. 
enry Tucker, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Bond, Pearce, & 
Bickle, uf Plymouth ; and Mesers. Law & Worssam, of London. 

Joseph Walker, who served his clerkship with Mr. H. Mansfield Walker, 
and Mr. Frederick Walker, J.P., both of Halifax. 

Joseph Arthur Walton, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Cecil Allen Coward, of the firm of Hollams, Sons, Coward, & Hawksley, 
of London. 

Harold Collier Watson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Samuel 
Watson, of London. 

Harold Baliol Welford, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Laurence Welford, of Manchester. ; 

Walter Constantine Willan, who served his clerkehip with Mr. Joseph 
Mawson, of Durham. 


:: Bhe Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. P. J. Smith—prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn 
—value about £10; and the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 


guineas. 

To Mr. Parry—the prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford-inn— 
value 10 guineas. 

To Mr. Riddell—the prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn—value 
5 eas ; and ‘“‘ The John Mackrell Prize ’’—value about £12. 

‘o Mr. Davies, Mr. Wrigley, Mr. Berry, Mr. Creswick, Mr. Jones, Mr. 
Wright, and Mr. Gates —prizes of the Incorporated Law Society—value 5 
uineas. 

. Tte Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

One hundred and forty-seven candidates gave notice for the examina- 
tion. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Preiioinary ExaMInaTIion. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 5th and 6th of July, 
1899: 

Aldridge, Vivian John Th Crossley, Bertram James Forman 
Ambrose, William Edmund Davies, Robert Brooks 
Ambrose, William George Lawrence Dobson, Edward Joseph 





Argent, Herbert Thompson ‘Fanner, Henry Robert 

Baker, Cecil Leacroft Watkias Fieldhoure, Richard Edward 
Barclay, George Reynhold , Andrew 

Barnett, Lauriston Wright Foss, Edward 

Bennion, George Trubshaw Francis, Henry 

Berry, Alfred William Goodwin, Sidoey Otto 

Bird, Ernest Roy Griffiths, Thomas Aubrey 
Blaxland, Charles Herbert Lake Haigh, James Johnson 

Boase, Reginald a 

Brearley, uel Hardiman, Edgar Henry Malachi 
Budge, William Halton Hare, Cecil Wiliam 

Butcher, Louis Harper, Isaac Harold 

Castello, Leon Benham Harris, Thomas Richard 

Clifton, John H Hart Ronald Arthur Charles 
Cobbett, William rey Pitt 

Cockcroft, Ben Dixon Hod , Paul 

Coldbam, Guy Glemeford H Luke 

Cripps, Standish 
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Jackson, Basil 

James, Henry Fitzgerald 
Jacques, Harold 

Jeudwine, James Gordon 
Jesson, Thomas Edward 
Johnson, Augustus Avery 
Kent, Frederick Briggs 
King, Edgar Blake 

Kitcbin, Clement Bernard 
Kitson, Benjamin Percy 
Laweon, Harold Harry 

Lee, William Frederick 

Lees, James 

Lefroy, Anthony Langlois Bruce 
Lockwood, William 
Mallett, Edwin Arthur 

Martell, Richard Whiston 
Mewburn, William Guy 
Milton, Thomas St. Michael 
Mitchell, William Alexander Angel 
Mitcheson, George 

Morecroft, Arthur Ernest 
Nairne, John Oyril 

Narlian, Albert Percy Michael 
Owen, Leslie 

Page, William 

Perks, George Arthur Chater 
Peter, Claude Selborne 

Phillipe, William Godfrey 
Pontifex, Guy William Marshall 
Potts, Cyril Ashford 

Powell, Charles Nowell 

Pratten, John Albert Albra 
Price, Charles Verley 

Pumfrey, William Richard 


Pym, Joseph Percy Radford 
» Norman Loal 
Rees, Frederic Bannerman 
Reeves, Robert 
Richards, Arthur Pierre 
Richmond, Charles Frank 
Roberts, Thomas Hunter 
Robinson, Harold 
Salaman, Godfrey Harold 
Smallman, Raleigh Strong 
Smith, William 
Solomon, Harry Alfred 
Sparrow, William Austin 
Stevens, Valentine Vivian 
Stewart, Charles Alan Francis 
Stone, Roland 
Storey, Mark 
Strode, Julian 
Sturgess, Frank James 
Summerhays, Reginald Sherriff 
Thompson, Herbert George 
Thwaite, Harold 
Tiddeman, Paul Burrell 
Trump, Edmund Francis 
Tack, Charles Harold Amys 
Vaisey, John Clere 
Vincent, Cyril 
Wain, George William 
Walters, Arthur Hugh Rees 
Way, William Bernard 
Williams, David Harcld 
Wilson, Arthur Munkhouse 
Woodrow, Sydney Melson 
Wright, James Dunckley 











LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY 


The death is announced of Mr. Frepertc Tuomas Dvrewt. Lencann, | 
Q.C. He was educated at Cambridge, where he graduated in 1859. He was | 
called to the bar in 1863, and went the Western Circuit. In 1883 he was 
made a Queen’s Counsel, and was elected a Bencher of his Inn in 1890, 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Avec McMrttan, barrister, has been appointed Professor of Indian 
Jurisprudence at King’s College, London. 


Mr. Marston C. Buszanv, Q.C., has been appointed Recorder of 
Leicester, in the place of Mr. Arthur T. Toller, deceased. 


Mr. Joun Hent, barrister, and Mr.T. R. Cotavuovn Dri, barrister, | 
have been appointed Assistant Commissioners for the purposes of the 
London Government Act, 1899. 


Mr. Joseru Surtu, barrister, has been appointed a Revising Barrister on | 
the Midland Circuit in succession to Mr. Garrett, recently appointed a 
Metropolitan police magistrate. 


Mr. Harcovrt Evgerarp Crane, Town Clerk of Liverpool, has been 
appointed Clerk of the Peace for Lancashire, Clerk of the Lancashire 
County Council, and County Solicitor. Mr. Clare was admitted in 1875. 


The Hon. Mr. Justice Davies (Puisne Judge, Madras) has been elected a 
Bencher of the Honourable Society of Gray’s-inn | 


| are reading good law!” 


| mission. 


| to do so.”’ 


| important to the mercantile community. 


Detroit, says the Albany Law Journal, used to have a lawyer who ve 
shrewd enough to shew contempt of court without incurring danger of 
the penalty that would have been visited upon an offender less dip} 

He was at one time reading from an imposing-looking book in ey: 

a position that he had taken up on a legal question. ‘‘ Just a mo; ” 
interrupted the Supreme Justice himself; ‘‘do you mean to say that 
‘*Not at all, your honour; only Supreme 
Court decisions.”’ 


On taking his seat at the Surrey Assizes, at Guildford, on Saturday 
morning, says the St. James’s Gazette, Mr. Justice Mathew doffed his 


| and informed the legal gentlemen that they could do the same if 


liked. All the barristers present promptly availed themselves of the per. 
In the Parliamentary Committee on Irish Railway Amalgams, 
tion the other day, the chairman (Sir R. Penrose Fitzgerald) said: “Jp 


| not a genera) entitled to say to my officers, ‘Lay down your arm,’ 


but if avy learned gentleman would like to take off his wig he is at li 
Instantly the nine wigs were, not on the green, but on th 
table. Other barristers entering afterwards looked with amazement st thy 
nine learned heads displaying their natural hair or want of it, but 


| the newcomers had recovered presence of mind they also revelled in absengg 


of wig. 
The permanency of typewritten records is, says the Albany Law Journal, 


| a subject of no little importance, and it is worthy of note that a series gf 
| experiments is being conducted in Boston with a view of establishing th 
| relative value of the leading brands of typewriter ribbons. 


Robert 7, 
Swan, the State commissioner of public records for the State . 
Massachusetts, is doing eome good work in this direction. He finds that 
of the different colours used for typewriter ribbons, the red, green, blag 
and purple are not permanent, black being the only one that wij 
stand the tests to which he subjects the writing. The Legislature ¢ 
Massachusetts, which recently adjourned, passed an Act permitting type. 
written records to be accepted as official when approved by the commis. 
sioner of public records; New York, Pennsylvania and New Jersey ha 

previously taken similar action. In other words, no such records willl 
accepted unless the materials used are up to the standard, and the com. 
migeioner is expressly authorized by the statute referred to to withdraw his 
approval at any time when he shall find that the articles used fal) below such 
standard. This is a very important matter which should be acted upon ia 
every State, for the fading of public records so as to become ill is 
something that ought to be carefully provided against, otherwise it wen 


| much better to keep in force the provision that legal records shall be 


written only with pen and ink. 


In the House of Lords, on the 20th inst., on the order that the House dp 
go into Committee on the Companies Bill, the Lord Chance'lor said it 


| would be more in order to go into details with regard to the provisions of 


this Bill on the third reading. He would simply say now that the Select 


| Committee to whom the matter had been referred thought it well to rey 
| rather on provisions which were intended to prevent, if possible, the 


making of fraudulent companies than on the infliction of pains aad 


| penalties on persons who were engaged in the conduct of such companies 
| afterwards. 


They thought it more prudent to see that in the ini iation of 
new companies certain precautions should be adopted to prevent their 
beginning buriness until they had sufficient capital, and that would be 
effected by a provision against allotment until a certain proportion of the 
capital had been subscribed. Furthermore, the Select Committee had 
thought it right that persons put forward as directors of a company should 


| by some act of their own recognize the responsibility they had assumed, 


and be called upon to sign a declaration that they were and intended toh 
directors of the company of which they were advertised as directors. In 


| the deliberations of the committee, which had lasted three years, they bad 


arrived at practical unanimity. There certainly had never been a better 
committee constituted, in respect of its legal element», its busines 
elements, and its general knowledge of the world, and he thougt he might 
say the three years during which they had sat had not been thrown away 
when they had arrived at practical unanimity with regard to a subject » 
The Bill passed through 


| Committee. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. | 


DI8s0LUTION. | 
Herverr Wuirtincuam, solicitors | 


Bolton, Leigh, Tyldesley, and St. | 
[ Gazette, July 18. | 


Wurm Wuirtincnam§ and 
Whittingham & Whittingham), 
Anne’s-on-the-Sea. April 30. 


GENERAL. 

By the appointment of Mr. Buszard, Q.C., to the Recordership of | 
Leicester the post of Recorder of Derby became vacant. It tas now been | 
filled by the appointment of Mr. J. H. Etherington-Smith. | 
The petition of Andy against Evans and cthers has been directed by the 
election judges to be tried before Mr. Morton William Smith, one of the 
commissioners for the trial of municipa), &c., election petitions, on | 
Monday, the 31st of July, at St. Martin’s Town Hall. | 


The other day, rays the Sydney Bulletin, Justice Hood, of Adelaide, | 


Victoria, appeared cn the bench with a peculiar kind of wig, a sort of cross 
between sheeprkin and horse-hide. It seems that tke judge’s pet cockatoo 
or prize pup got hold of bis wig and breakfasted off it. Judges’ wigs are 
not made in Victoria, and consequently Hood, J., is forced to appear in a 
temporary structure while the real thing goes to England for alterations 
and repairs. 


| length cf time. 


Mr. Justice Mathew, in charging the grand jury at the Guildforl 
Assizes on the 20th inst., said that it was satisfactory to see that ther 
presentment at the last assizes had been attended to by the authorities, 
and that in future there would be three criminal assizes in Surrey during 
the year. Personally he was always glad that the public should haw 
frequent opportunity of seeing how justice was administered in t 


| criminal courts, and he heartily approved of thechange. It was satisfactory 
| to notice that magistrates were making a more liberal u:e of ths powe 


conferred upon them of granting bail to accused persons. It had lately 
been made a reproach that in the admini-tration of the criminal la 
riconers were frequently detained in gaol awaiting trial for an inordinalt 
‘This reproach was one which the magistrates had itis 
their power to remove, for it was not merely a matter of discretion, buts 
duty, under the recent Act of Parliament, to release prisoners on bail isa! 
but serious cases, even on the accused person’s own recognizancs. The 


| should be granted where it was a charge of a first offence when the prison 


lived in the locality and when the punishment was not likely t» be alom 
term of imprisonment. If magistrates knew what imprisonment below 
trial meant they would exercise their power with greater courage. Ap@ 
man sent to prison to await trial was in come reapects treated much wom 
than a convicted prisoner. For twenty-three hours out of the twenty4a@ 
he remained in solitary confinement in bis cell. He was only allowed@ 
hour’s exercise in the day and had no indulgence of any sort. Govern 
of gaols had no discretion to give these poor men employment @ 
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— 
cecupation. When a prisoner upon conviction had the fortune to be 
in the second division he was saved much of the bardship which 


pmeoners had formerly to bear. In answer to the complaints which had 
neon made it was point:d out that if untried prisoners were allowed 
further exercise or employment it would necessitate an increase in the 
number of warders, and this the Treasury would not con-ent todo. The 
Treasury were uite wise to resist expenditure as long as they could, but 
ihe Treasury would no doubt yield to the pressure of influential opinion 
ypon the eubject. 

Ina notice of Lord Herschell by Lord Davey in the current number of 
the Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation he saya: ‘‘ Lord 
Herechell's most conspicuous mental qualities, I think, were quickness of 
apprehension and clearness of vision. His arguments at the bar reflected 
his mind: they were distinguished by directness, conciseness, and lucidity. 
He fastened at once upon the real point in the case, and never was guilty 
of the fault in advocacy of distracting and wasting the attention cf his 
jodges by lingering over the fringe or irrelevant details cf the case. He 
yas absolutely clear and seldom repeated himself; consequently his 
arguments were never longer than the necessities of the case demanded. 
Needless to ray, I never had a more formidable opponent, nor one, I will 
add, whom it was a greater pleasure, or, if I may use the word, a more 
keen evjoyment to contend against. The same qualities distinguished 
Jord Hereche]l as a judge. Ina sense his excellence was his detect: for 
his rapidity of mind sometimes led him to anticipate the argument and 
take it out of the bards of counsel. His voice is now hushed ; and not 
only bis colleagues, but all who are interested in the administration of the 
law in the higher Courts of Appeal, are painfully sensible of the loss they 
have sustained. His judgments in the House of Lords and Privy Council 
yemain as a monument of his judicial ability. They will always be read 
and valued for the acute and subtle legal reasoning, the command of 

inciples of law, and the broad treatment of constitutional and social 
questions which is to be found in them.’ Speaking of Lord Herechell as 
a law officer, Lord Davey says: ‘* According to an old practice, the 
Foreign Office bag containing the case on which the legal opinicn had to 
be given would first reach the Solicitor-General. Also, according to old 
casiom, his draft opinion would be written upon a detached piece of 

r. The papers would then be sent to the Attorney-General. Often 
ve read those Foreign Office papers and felt unable to discover any 
solution of the difficul ies eubmit‘ed to us. But on turning to the opinion 
of the Solicitor-General I was certain to find correct answers to the 
questions put, and also some most ingenious euggestions for meeting any 
diplomatic difficulties that might exist. And as I read those opinions so 
did Lord Granville—only when they reached his eye two signatures were 
attached to them.”’ 








THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Aug. 2.—Messrs. EF. & 8, Situ, at the Mart, at 2, in Two Lo's, and if not so sold, in 
convenient plots, 25 acres of valuable Building Land at Muswell Hill, forming a 
rtion of the Halliwick Manor Estate Solicitors, Messrs. E. C. Rawlings & Butt, 
on. (See advertisement, this week, back , 
Aug. 3—Messrs. H, E. Foster & Craxrievo, at the Mart, at 2: 
REVERSIONS: Bb 
To One-twenty-fourth Share of £7,506 in Consols ; lady aged 60. Solicitor, W. F. 
Foster, Fsq , London. 
To £100 and to One-sixth of One-third of Estate of £8,283 on mate. and 
£4,200 Railway Stock ; lady aged 50. (See full particulars.) Solicitor, est 
Bevir, Eeq.. London 
To One-fifth and One-fifth cf Oxe-fifth of a Tiust Estate, value £4,063; lady 


aged 73. 

To One-fowth and Ore-fifth of One-fourth of a Trust Estate, value £1,150; lady 
aged 73, Solicitors, Esrdley Holt, Hulbert & Hubbard, London. 

To £4,000 on Estate, represented by Railway Stock; lady aged £0 and gentleman 
aged 47. Solicitors, Messrs Gould & Crompton, Exeter. 

MORTGAGE DEBT of £2,(C0 upon Reversion to One-half of Freeholds, producip 
£1,253 per annum; gentleman aged 41 and lady aged 46, (See conditions. 
Solicitors, Messrs, Colyer & Colyer, London. 

POLICIES : 

For £5,0C0, premium extioguished. 

For £1,000, £1,000. Solicitors, Messrs. Boulton, Sons, & Sandeman, London. 

For £1,000. Solicitor, T. H. E Foord, Esq., on, 

(fce advertisements, this week, back page.) 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, July 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuirep 1x CHAXCERY. 


Axcien Sream Suirrixc Co, Limiten—Creditors are soguieed, on or before Aug 23, to 
send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Henry 
Head and Theodore Vivian Samuel Angier, 2, Whittington avenue. Parker & Co, &t 
Michsel’s Rectory, Cornhill, solors to liquidators 

Cuswiek axp Beprorp Par« Hict Scoot, Limrrko—Creditors are required, on or 
before Aug 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
daims, to Jemes Lovell Peters, 24, Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall st 

Mozauntque Regys, Liwiten—Creditors are re . on or before Oct 10, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alexander Jackson 

my 2, —: ct, Clement's Tane int 2 
hare AND Arts Corronation, Liutrro— aby | w uly 20, directed 
to be heard on Aug 2 puivere & Ca 3, deka A) for row, ta Yor Parker & 
Ayre, 5, Norfolk s Manchester solors for petners. Notice et egpuaing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Aug 1 

Pix, Liuitry—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send their names and 

esees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Jobn Stewart Mallam, 30, 


Pemex Coxcrstioxs or Mozaunique, Luuren—Creditors are required, on or befere Oct 





10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 

Alexander Jackson Leese, 2. Church c*, Clement’s Jane 
Sournrayw Cross Steam Suir Co, Liurtep —Creditors are required, on or before Oct 18, to 
their pames and the particulars of their debts or claims, t> William 


and 
Purkiss Wincott, 10 and 11, Lime st 
London Gazette. —Tursvay, Jaly 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luurep m Caancery. aw 

Biacketr’s Mixes, Litttsp—Creditors are requiced, on or before Sept 5, to send their 
names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims. to Thomes Gilbert 
Haward, Chiswell House, Finsbury pavement Ward & Co, 7, King st, Cheapside, 
solors to liquidator 

Canpwe.t & Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 1 to rend their names 
and Sy the p: of their debts or claims, to Darbishire & Co, 1, St 
James’s sq, Manchester, solors to liquidator 

Centrat. Amertcaw Mint, Limrtep (1x Laguipatios) — Creditors are requ on or 
before Sept 9, to send their names and vesses, ticulars of ts or 
claims, to Spencer Barclay Heward, 53, New Broad st. Hays & Co, 31, Abchureh lane, 
solors for liquidators 

Coxripence Reer Devevoruent Co, Limrrep (ix Liguipation)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Thursday, Sept 21, to send their names and addresses, together with full 
particulars of their debts or claims, to W. Milne, 10, St Helen’s pl 


Consouipatep Crown Post Goro Mixiye Co, Limrrep (1x Liguipatios)—Creditors 
are req , on or before Sept 15. their names and 9 particulars 
< their debts or claims, to A. M. Chambry and A. M, Riskr, 16, Rue de Rambuteau, 

‘aris 

Devon Great Coxso.s Co, Linrren—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 26, to 
send their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or , to George 
Hadlee, 2 and 3, West st, Finsbury circus, Greenip & Co, George st, Mansion Houee, 


solors for liquidator 

Junior Civit Beryice Co, Liuirep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 2, to send 
their names and ad and the of their debts or claims, to Robert 
Warner, 10, Walbrook. Warebam, pegate st, eolor to liquidator 

Orient Peart axp Diamoyp Co, Limrtep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 5, 
to send their names and addresses, and the pasticulars of their debts or claims, to John 
me oa House, Finsbury pavement. Ward & Co, King st, Cheapside, solors for 

iq ator 
Pixrrotp Excravise Co, Lumrev —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send 
Hg tee addresses, and particulars of their debts and claims, to Albert Grierzon, 


t 
Raves Baaip Co, Limrreo—Creditors are required, on or before ang & to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Albert Gricrson, 


18, Booth st, r 

Saitine Snip “ Guexericat” Co, Liairsp —Creditors are required, on or before 
to send names and addreeses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Henry Chalmers, 5, Fenwick st, Liverpool 

Grouse Beew wens, lone (ix Sanmimannen) Cian - goasieed. on or before 

. ¢ names addresses, an: particulars r debts or claims, 

to Hugh Limebeer, 3, Clement's lane 

Sournawoop Ssiru & Co, Liuritep—Petn for presented July 18, directed to 
be heard on Aug 2. Riddell & Co, 9, John oy Bedford row, petners’ atom. Notice of 
y 5 a must the above-named not than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

ug 


Sreriia Manvractrvuaine Co, Luursv—Creditors are required, on or peteee Aug 6, te 
send thei od their debts or clai cr 


r names and addresees, and the particulars of ims, to 
Mickel wright, 11, Queen Victoria st. Tatton, 10, Old Jewry chmbrs, solor for liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Lirr_e Crospy ano Ince Biuxpett Benevoieyt Society, Blundell Arms Hotel, High- 
town, Lancs. July 12 


- 





Wannino To rntenpinc House Purcuasers anp Lesszzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported bs by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., “7 , 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of ful) particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation.’’—[{Apvr.] 


Messrs. Burrgrwortn & Co., Law Publishers, of 7, Fleet-street, London, 
inform us that during the demolition and re-erection of No. 7, Fleet- 
street, they have moved to temporary — facing the east entrance of 
the Law Courts, their new address being 12, Be)l-yard, Temple-bar, 
W.C., where all letters should be sent for the preeent. 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF Cram. 

London Gazette.—Turspay, June 27. 


Baker, Gronce, Cambridge rd, Bethnal Green, Firework Manufacturer July 25 
¥ Baker, Byrne, J Aird & Co, Brabant ¢t 


London Gasette.—Faipay, July 7. 


Srrn, Freperick Gruiat, Regency sq, Brighton, Esquire Aug 4 Smith v Arkle, 
Byrne, J Voss, Bethnal Green road 


Baker 


London Gazette.—Tunspay, July 11. 
Howprxe, Wii1iaM, Steele Heath Prees, Retired Schoolmaster Augi Holding v 
H 5 & w 
ivog, Byrne,J Etches Eee; Where, Slap ons is 


Kr phe 2 urton on the Woe, & 
agg x Aug 24 Rhodes vy Whitham & Oliver, 
’ Commons 


Savsogna,, Rows, Musgrave re ad, 
London Gasette,—Frivay, July 14. 
Pive, Goran, the younger, Bristol, Grocer Aug 22 Slade vy Pino, Stirling, J 
Burroughs, Bristol 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, July 21. 
Hart, Wituiam, Gedney, Lincoln, retired Farmer Oct 2 Hart vy Hart, Kekewich, J 
Moxsop, Long Sutton, Lines 
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UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cia. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 4. 


AVELiNG, Mints, South Norwood Aug 12 Daphne, Basinghall st 

Bincoop, Frevenick, Vigo st, Regent st July 22 Richards & Co, Warwick st, Regent st 
Cuarmax, Joux, Littleport, Isle of Ely, Farmer Aug 8 Hall, Ely 

Cuexsnroven, Isaac, Langwathby, Cumberland, Yeoman July 31 Arnison & Co, 

enrith . 
Cranks, Rev Sir Cuanies, Bart, Beccles, Suffolk Aug 21 Lake & Lake, New sq, 
Lincoln’s inn ‘ 
Cusuirre, Frank, Warrington, Tanner July 30 Bellringer & Co, Liverpool 


Danwat, Exizanern Honor, Leamington Augi11 Bloxham & Co, Birmingham 
Devarorce, Mary, Brixton July 29 Baker, Brixton 


Dusx, Tomas Duxcay Wittiam, Hungerford, Berks Aug 15 Littledale & Lefroy, 
King’s Bench walk, Temple 
Geppes, Sarau, Stoke Newington July 31 Clarkson & Co, Lime st 


Gites, Ronzrt Lewis, Cathay, Bristol, Beer Retailer Aug 31 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 
Jotuier, Wii114m, Beer Alston, Devon, Miner Augi Mathews, Tavistock 
Lamotnt, Jony, Bristol, Builder Aug 30 Baker, Brist-1 
Luoyp, Davin, Southport, Auctioneer Aug7 Threlfall, Southport 
Luioyp, Mary, Birkdale Aug7 Threlfall, Southport 
Marsnarr, Marcanet, Criccieth, Carnarvon Augi Jones & Jones, Portmadoc 
Mownxtrorp, Samvet Hoorer, Worcester, Confectioner Augi19 Tree, Worcester 
Mvrvocu, Warter Stewart, West Holloway Aug5 Sturt, Milk st, Cheapside 
Overton, Mrs Exizanern, Wrexham Augi4 Allington & Co, Wrexham 
Overtox, Wittiam, Wrexham Aug 14 Allington & Co, Wrexham 
Repmonxp, Dantet, Preston July 29 Craven, Preston 
Ronenrts, Sir Wiit1Am, Manchester sq,MD Aug 1 Close & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Rosixsox, Gronor, Kersal, nr Manchester Aug 22 Farrar & Co, Manchester 
Sap er, Gzorcr, Clapham rd Augi0 Loxley & Co, Cheapside 
Sims, Witt1am, Newport Pagnell, Bucks Aug4 Keighley & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Srinzaker, Tuomas Toutinsoy, Blackpool July 29 Craven, Preston 

_ Uxperwoop, Tuomas Nourse, Worthiag Aug 4 Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury sq 


Watrox, hetony Tayior, Winlaton, Durham, Draper’s Assistant July 31 Freeman, 
- - Cbancery 
Warp, Grorce, Matlock Bank, Derby, Ionkeeper Augi Potter, Matlock Bridge 


Warts, Carnantva Jonayna Grorarya, Southsea Augi Verrall & Borlase, Brighton 


Widcixs, Groncr, Hackney July 31 Baker & Barnard, Victoria Park rd, South | 


Hackney ' 
Wittoxs, Rovert Witiiam, Albany st, Kegent’s Park July 31 Hilder, Jermyn st 
, Woovs, Hexry Gronce, Charles st, 8t “aues’s July 31 Keen & Co, Knightrider st 


London Gazette.—Faivay, July 7. 


Asnworts, WituiAm, Birkenhead, Chester, Engineer Aug 8 Holden & Cotton, 
Birkenhead | 


Baxrn, D Ancy, Queen’s gate gins Augi5 Nash & Co, Queen st, Cheapside 

Baiiry, Grorce, Penistone, York, Grocer Aug10 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Bisnor, Evwanp Arcus, Nunhead July 20 Rutland, Chancery In 

Biackwoop, James, Highbury Sept3 Ballantyne, Cornhill 

Boyp, James, ra upon Tyne, Surgeon Aug5 Nicholson & Martin, Newcastle 


upon 
Canowait, Sanrs, Little Marston Moss, nr Blackpool, Farmer July 22 Fletcher & fon, | 


Cuarrett, Bexs amis, Chorlton cum Hardy, nr Manchester Augi4 Roberts, Rochdale 
Cnesren, Ronert, Bath Aug 15 Chester, Bishop’s Stortford 

Coox, Epwanp Witt1am, Pimlico Aug7 Kays & Jones, New inn, Strand 

Crow ey, Jonx, Cricklewood Aug2i Colman & Knight, Raymond bldgs 

Davies, Gzoncr, Gunnersbury, Bui'der’s Manager Augi1 Berry, Cheapside 

Dave, Pasar Bowann, Wandsworth, Analytical Chemist Aug 16 Woodbridge, Surrey 


Dixox, Witt1am, Wandsworth Aug i2 Bell & Co, Argyll pl 
Dore, James, Bristol Aug8 Stevens, Bristol 
Dosrer, Joun Ropert, East Molesey Aug 7 Dobree, Fenchurch av 
Dver, Matitpa, Charlton Mackrell, Somerset Aug1 Hill & Son, Somerton 
Epwarps, ae Hewny, Arkley Mill, nr Barnet, Herts, Corn Dealer Aug 10 Boyes & 
Ecciestoxe, Fraxcis, West Hampstead, Engine Driver Sept Newton & Co, Gt Marl- 
Futuicxs, James Ricuarp, Gt Marlow, Bucks Aug5 Clarke & Son, High Wycombe 
Grrrx, Ena, Woodbury Common, nr Exeter Aug14 Bazeley & Barnes, Bideford 
Gvxs, Faxyy, Stamford hill July 20 Rutland, Chancery In 

. Hart, Ewty Towssnexp, Bath Augil Gill & Bush, Bath 
Hanpwick, Samver, Derby, Butcher Aug12 Jones & Middleton, Chesterfield 
Haworth, E:rex, Edgworth, Lancs Augi2 Watkins & Son, Bolton 
Hiscock, Arice, Little College st, Westminster, Publican July 20 Rutland, Chancery In 
Hossox, Heneent, Wadsley, Ecclesfield, York, Farmer Aug 10 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Hcitox, Freperic Campnect, Preston Augs Ridsdale & Son, Gray's inn eq 
Joxes, Cuanies, Pontypool Aug 81 Dauncey, Tredegar 
Josern, Hewny, Lauderdale rd, Maida Vale Aug5 Myer, London wall 


ae kn omear pe Rainham, Kent, Bargeowner Augi0 Farlow & Jackson, Ingram ct, 
‘encburc! 
Leamitrz, Jaxz, Brighton Aug 21 Hepburn & Co, 76, Cheapside 


Locke, Extex Axx, Bayswater AugsS Chester & Co, Bedford row 
Lowe, Ex1zanxru, Cwmearn, Mon Aug 5 Evans, Newport, Mon 
Lrsaau, Patrick, Boston, Lincoln Aug Snaith, Boston 
Monrcax, Tuomas, Bath Aug 26 Gibbs, Bath 

Masox, Wittram, Lincoln Aug10 Andrew & Trotter, Lincoln 


Norniss, Mantua, Lincoln Aug 10 Andrew & Trotter, Lincoln 
Pyre, Wittiam, Neweastle upon Tyne Aug15 Chartres & Youll, Newcastle Upon Thy 
Roven,Daviv, Bournemouth Aug20 Fell, Queen Victoria st 


| Sance, Resent, Harrogate, York Aug15 R & RP Dale, York 
| Suaw, Epwarp Hacr, Cambridge Aug7 Bush & Bush, Bristol 
| SHaw, Witxsam, Ecclesfield, York Aug1 Smith & Co, Sheffield 


Gover, Natuay, Plumstead Augi7 Watts & Habershon, Queen Victoria st 
Tewrentey, Louis Many Axx, Twickenham Aug5 Gordon & Co, Lincoln's inn fled 


| Tuomrson, Hexny, Edgbaston, birmingham Augi2 Balden & Son, Birmingham 
| Townsenp Samvet, Bath Sept 29 Tucker, Bath 


Tyer, nanan cats and Anape.ta Coagtorre Tyier, Cannon st July 3} Towary 
& Co, Colchester 


| Tyson, Isaac Orrver, Selby, York, Iron Merchant Sept1 Bantoft, Selby 


Wetter, Marvy, Croydon July 24 Marshall & Liddle, Croydon 
Wuirtey, Wittram Oxect, Southport Aug18 Nicholson & Pemberton, Liverpool 


| Wricut, Caren, Tyldesley, Lancs Aug5 Wright, Tyldesley 


Yares, Sorn1, Hester, Leicester Aug7 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 
London Gazette.—Tvurspay, July 11. 


Anpacu, General Ricuarp Draress, Inverness ter Augi4 Bolton, Bristol 


Astros, Sanau Jane, Kingston upon Hull Sept 1 Middlemiss & Pearce, Kingsty 
upon Hull 


| Bisciey, Henry, Tulse hill Sept1 Lewin & Co, Southampton st 


Buinstey, Georce, New Bridge st, Auctioneer Augi19 Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury y 
Cow es, Georck Freverick, Birkenhead, Meat Salesman Augi2 Francis, Birkenhey 
Crossiaxp, Cuarves, Penistone, York, Farmer Augi10 fmith & Co, Sheffield 
Davies, James, Liverpool, Tea Merchant Augi10 Boyle & Picton, Liverpool 
Dickson, Wittiam, Liverpool, Chartered Accountant Auz10 Rudd, Liverpool 
Far.ey, Revsex, West Bromwich Aug 15 Caddick, West Bromwich 


| Gitpert, James, Tottington Lower End, Lancs, Farmer Augis Lomax, Bolton 


Guirritu, Grace, Ryde, I W Augi4 Vincent, Ryde 
Guy, Trouas, Yeovil, Somerset, Engineer Aug 21 H 8 & 8S Watts, Yeovil 


| Hawi, Joun Wittiam, Bilston, Staffs, Solicitor Augi5 Pratt, Bilston 


He aes k, Witt1am, Brixton, Carman and Contractor Aug 7 [Kingsbury & Tuma, 
rixton 
Ho«a, James, Kyloe, Northumberland July 18 Percy, Alnwick 


Huytiey, Gxorae, Sunderland July 31 Burnicle, Sunderland 


Kexsarv, Frorexce forma, Ennismore grins July 31 Carlisle & Co, New, 
Lircolns inn 

Lez, Axx, West Hartlepool Augé Harrison & Barker, West Hartlepooi 

Lerk, Josern, Bury, Lancs, Boot Dealer Aug 23 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 


| Lomax, Jouy, Prestwich, Engineer July 81 Russell & Russell, Bolton 
Marsnaii, Wa.ter Gore, Queen Anne st Aug 30 Bowman & Hayward, Bedford row 


Masters, Cuan.otre, Newport, I W Augis Eldridge & Sons, Newport 
Mitves, Wiittam Hexry, Manchester, Wine Merchant Sept 8 Leach & Son, Manchester 


| Mitus. Fraxcis Forrye, “ee S Gloucester pl, Dorset sq, Wine Merchant Aug 8 


Davie & Son, New inn, 
Moxoy, Cuarves Isoxa, Brighton Dept 14 Bonney, Chancery In 


| Praystep, Frances, Cheltenham Sept 5 Sheehy, Coleman st 
| Prosser, Francis, Blaenavon, Mon, Rate Collector Sept 12 Bythway & Son, Pontypol 
| Ratcuirr, Bicuarp, Nottingham Aug2l Small & Talbot, Burton on Trent 
Rixcer, Epitn, Gosport, Hants Augi18 Eldridge & Sons, Newport, 1 W 
| Seppo, Ans, Pendlebury, Manchester Aug 8 Makinson & Co, Manshester 


—' Spemes, Pendlebury, Lancs, Beerhouse Keeper Aug 8 Makinson & & 
anchest 
| Srewarp, Wiiu1Am, Yeovil, Somerset Augli HS & 8 Watts, Yeovil 


| Suir, Emma, Birmingham, Fruiterer Aug 26 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 

Situ, Jaye Mania, Oldbury, Bridgnorth, Salop Aug 3i Earle & Co, Manchester 

Srevens, Joseru, Reading, Berke, Surgeon Aug8 Brain & Brain, Reading 

Stewart, Rosen, Birkenhead, Meat Salesman Augi2 Francis, Birkenhead 

Sroxe, Cuagtes Guster, Woburn pl, Tavistocksq Aug2 White, Southampton @ 
Bloomsbury 

Gramesen, Witiiam, Little Bowden, Northampton, Coffee Roaster Aug 12 Wartasly 

Co, Market Harborough 

Wayman, Joun Kinkvey, Sunderland July 81 Burnicle, Sunderland 

Waatvens, Jack Tuomas, Brighton, Dental Surgeon July 31 Howlett & Clarks, 
Brighton 

Wurtz, Wittiam, Wynell rd, Forest Hill Aug 19 Birt & Co, Town Hall chmba, 
Southwark 

Witsox, Bexry Barssrivee, Newcastle upon Tyne, Wool Broker Aug 22 Wilkinsoat 
Marshall, Newcastle upon Tyne 

London Gazette,—Frivay, July 14. 
AvperMAN, Epwarp Heyny, Southport Augi5 Forrester & Moir, Malmesbury 


Auusox, Tuomas Crvuppas, Stanstead rd, Forest Hill Aug 31 Sugden & Harlot 
Ironmonger Jn 
Bakenk, Bicnanp, Difracombe Augi2 Rossiter, Coleman st 


Beyxetr, Cuances Epwanp, South Hampstead Sept 1 Bedell, Manchester 
Benresvorp, Rev Gitzert, Hoby, Leicester Aug24 Shaw & Co, Gray'sinn sq 
Baairuwaire, Hexeietra, Sheftield Aug 29 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 
Brickwoop, Cuar.orre, Long Ditton, Surrey Aug 26 Fox, Kingston on Thames 
Cuayp.en, Saran, Cowley Aug19 Woodbridge & Sons, Uxbridge 

Critcniey, Tuomas Penxern, Rainhill, Lancaster, Butcher Aug 11 Owen, Liverpod 
Davey, James, Wellington, Somerset, Corn Dealer Aug 24 Rendall, Ycovil 


Dr Mowrmorency, the Hon, Asert Bovcnarp, Ryder st, 8t James’: Aug 23 Eamey 
Hastiogs House, Norfolk st 
Duiver, Apranan Isuenwoov, Salford, Lancs, Pawnbroker Aug 13 Watson, Mer 


ester 
Fiercnen, Jon, Bristol, Merchant Aug8 Hadfield & Co, Manchester 
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Foust bari rn Crances Lonarxe, Beighton Aug 15 Francis & Crookenden, New sq, 
coln’s inn 
Ginsos, irs Jayet, Clifton, Bristol Aug 31 Press & Co, Bristol 


Guaves, Many Ayy, Ramsgate Augi6é Kerly & Co, Great Winchester st 
QueAvEs, Rev Tarncr 4v1s Ley, Stoke Bi-hop, Gtos, Clerk Aug 31 Press & Co, 


Bristol 


Hanns, Tom, Calne, Wilts Augi5 YVorrester & Moir, Malmesbury 
Hawes, ALEXANDER James Dovetty, Southamp!on AugI2 Rossiter, Coleman st 
Pirwett, Jaws, Sutton, Eurrey, Corn Dealer Aug 5. Reep & Co, Gt St Thomas 


Piast, Jost Al Chapel Diggle, York Augl Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 

Besweck, JULIA IneLanp Parkes, Catford, Kent Aug 15 Sparkes & Emery, Ramegate 

Juses, Ricuann, Abersstwyth Aug25 Davies, Aberystwyth 

KeaxsLey, Emity, Formby, Lancs Sept 30 Greenhalgh & Cannon, Bolton 

Knouam, Josern, Aylesbury, Backs Sept1 Fell, Aylesbury 

Lawaiz, Tuomas, Buckingham Palace rd Aug 31 Phelps & Co, Aldermanbury 

Muoves, Witt1AM, South Shields Avg10 Parvis, South Shields 

(point, Jous Jases, Chester ter, Regent’s park Aug 12 Orgill, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Pace, Lewis Joun, Seething lane Aug1 Carr & Co, Rood lane 

PaurrevwAn, Daviv, Acomb, York, Market Gardener Augi12 Cundall, York 

Peancit, Hesny Roperr James, Southsea, Hants Aug12 Rudall, Watling st 

fuvses, Axn Trevetyan, Marshfield,Glos Sept 1 Watson & Co, Nottingham 

fcort, Joux, Cannon st, Shawl Manufacturer Aug3l Phe'ps & Co, Aldermanbury 

RuswortH, JoHN, Hartlepool, Baker Aug13 Harrison & Barker, West Hartlepool 

gpeaxe, Joun, Littie Stretton, Salop, Farmer Sept1 GR & C E Wace, Shrewsbury 

fracey, Hannier Matiipa, Hasticgs Sept1 Davenport & Co, Hastings 

Teeasvez, Sanam Harr, Twickenham Aug 23 Wild & Wild, Lawrence lane, Cheapside 

Warxer, Rev Pavt Martayp, Clifton, Bristo), Clerk Aug 31 Press & Co, Bristol 

Westos, Wi 
Victoria st 

Wisox, Faevesick Tuomas, Newent, Glos Aug 31 Foyster, Manchester 

Wusos, Mantua, Chelsea Auzgi3 Loxley & Co, Cheapside 


Lon don Gazette.—Turspay, Ju'y 18. 
Aug 28 Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 
Erdington, nr Birmingham Aug23 Ansell & Ashford, Bir- 


Apranatt, "Ms RTHA pa 
mingham 
Arwoot, Davie Wiikiss, Worthing Aug 29 Horwood & James, Aylesbury 


Cuant, Many Axs, Horley, Surrey Augi8 Love & Knight, Horley 


Cup, Lerrice Greey, Denby Date, nr Huddersield Aug 18 Learoyd & Co, 
Huddersfield 


Crosse, Partie Pevo, Salisyury, Wilts Aug 26 Ba‘leys & Co, Berners st 

Dawiett, WittiAm, Temp'te gdns, Temple. Barrister Aug 23 Gwyna & Masters Bristol 
Dawkes, Many Anx, Wood Gieen Aug5 Hayward, Colemaa st 

Dixstey, Euwa, Aston, Warwick Aug 28 Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 


| 








East, Jaugs, Reading po 26 Dodd & Co, Reading 
| Bowens, Caas ,niss, Baslow, Derby, Besrhouse Keeper Aug 17 Edwards & Sandford, 


Ginsox, Wits 1AM, Manchester, Merchant Aug 31 Cooper & Sons, Manchester 
Groves, Cuar.es, Acocks green, Worcester Aug 28 Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 
Groves, Witt1Am, Winchester, Egg Merchant- Aug 31 Bailey & White, Winchester 
Hack, Cuarves, Halifax, Caterer Augi0 Bailey, Halifax 

Hamer, Anyetre, Coleford, Glos Aug 30 Jones, Manchester 

Hook, Georue, Soham, Cambridge, Builder July 31 Bendall, Newmarket 
Huvson, James, Edgbaston Aug 3l Snow & Atkins, Birmingham 
Jinvis, Wittiam Heyny, Southport, Stationer Augi4 Mayhew & Co, Southport 


Ke..ey, Joszru, Minworth, Warwick, Licensed Victualler Aug 28 Ansell & Ashforl, 
Birmingham 


~ 


| Lewis, Exizavetu, Torpoiat, Cornwall Aug17 Allan & Co, Devonport 
| Lows, Jamus, JP, MA, Chorlton cum Hardy, nr Manchester Aug 15 Parkinson & Co 


| Macqveen, 


Manchester 
Macey, Txomas, Holdenhurst, Southampton July 3t J & W H Druitt, Bournemouth 
aa Winchcomb, Glos, Timber Merchant Sept 1 Russell, 


| Chelten 
Bocuge, Cases, St Anne’s on the Sea, Lancs, Leather Factor Aug15 Parkinson & Co, 


anc 


Merny, red Spondon, Derby, Farmer Aug 19 Hankinson & Meakin, Derby 
Nicno..s, Caarces, Bristol Aug $1 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 

Perens, Eowarv Groncs, Heanor, Derby, Surgeon Sept 4 Richardson, Manchester 
Presrox, Epwanp, Sutton, Surrey Aug18 Hudson & Co, Queen Victoria st 


| Raiyoit.. Taomas, Moas Side, nr Manchester Aug 31 Chapman & Co, Manchester 


€ 
| Ropinson, Josern, 
Witiiam ALexanper, Plumstead Aug 14 Watts & Habershoa, Queen | 


Reyyotps, WittiAm Bens amin, Beckenham, Kent Sept1 Fowler & Co, Wolverhampton 
a Epwin, Upton Noble, Scmerset, Farmer Aug 8 Mackay & Son, Shepton 
t 


Ashover, Derby, Mole Catcher Augi9 Jones & Middleton, Chesterfield 
Suir, Exisua, Liverpool Augi4 Grierson & Mason, Liverpool 


| Srewar a Sues Witiam, Southend on Sea, Builder Aug 16 Wood & Co, Southend — 
| on 
| Stoves, Epwarp Hatirax, Shadwell, nr Leeds Sept1 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 


Tiitorsox, WittiaM, Skipton, York Aug 26 Charlesworths & Wilson, Skipton 
Tv —- Jouyn forme, Burs'em, Stafford, Bookkeepsr Aug 5 Hollinshead & 


‘unstall 


Wavpy, JANE, Egglescliffe, Durham Aug 15 ‘Faber & Co, Stockton on Tees 

Warsox, posse Aur, East Ardsley, nr Wakefield, Colliery Steward July 29 Scatchertl “& 

Wurrrixorox, Fr ‘EDERICK Epwarp, Harborne, Staffs, General Engraver Aug 19 Wilson, 
irmiogham 

Witxins, Mary Ans, Harwar st, Kingsland rd Sept 1 Lewis, Chancery In 

Wicts, Eui.y Kgisey, Dalston Aug2i Syret* Finsbury pavement 

Wirtsy, Henry, Colchester, Solicitor Aug 16 Wittey & Denton, Colchester 


' Woov, Witi1am, Liverpool, Provision Merchant Aug 25 Rudd, Liverpool 


Wricar, Isaac, Rye, Sussex, Licensed Victualler Augié6 Dawes, Rye 








,ANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


om, James LissEnv, Belen, pate, Grocer Chester- 


Hiscock, YW &civ me Lower Hayley, hag = _ 


field Pet July 17 Ord July 17 pany’s July 3t at 1.40 W. 
London Gaxette.—Fnivay, July 21, Nicno.sox, Henry, Cumberland, Farmer Co2kermouth solicitor, » High ot alae 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Pet July 18 Ord July 18 Jac try rn yetch, Cheshire 


Ren, eer, , Luton, + Hat Manufacturer Luton Pet 


Asuvtayt, T Davies, Kieg William st High Court uly17 Ord July James. ALBERT, Hi pricblayer Aug 2 at3 Off 
Pet June 16 Ord July Bow 7 JoszErn, Bootie Lancs, Potato Salesman Liver- 8, 

Becxwirn, Jonx, Leees "ions Miinetateee Leal Pet pool Pet July17 Ord July 17 Jones, Gnonss, G Greenwich, Victualler July 31 at 
July 18 Ord July 18 Seniee, Arrive, Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham Pet 12.30 Eabver oe, London 

Baerwett, Caney Eptestox, Barnoldswick, Grocer July 3 Ord July 17 Mansoee ae, — Ches, July 28 at 
Blackbura Pet July 18 Ord July 18 Sorzaci, Joux Tuomas Bartram Rocers, Camberwell 0.45 Royal Hotel, 

Bick, Epwanrp, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer Newcastle on High Court Pet July 1% Ord July 18 18 eaten Artur C, Regent 1 st, Financial Agent July 31 at 
Tyne Pet July18 Ord July 18 Taysor, Antuurn Epwarp, | enue Printer ‘Worcester 12 4. Carey st 

Booru, Luxe, Barnsley, Yorks, Draper’s Traveller Pet July 14 Ord July 1 omy James Lissent, ton, Derby, Grocer July 29 at 
Karnsley Pet July 15 Ord July 15 Tyre, GzorcE Wnuam, Wells, Watchmaker Wells Pet Hotel, Ches' 

Buewer, Joun, Kidderminster, Licensed Victualler July 19 Ord July 1 Mv soars Hewry, Leeds, 4 rt - Manufacturer . Aug 1 at 
Kidderminster Pet July 19 Ord July 19 Wi. pe Jouy, - + Foundry Labourer New- Off 22, Park row, 


Cunxey, Jonny Grorce, Colesbourne, Glos Swindon Pet} 
June 29 Ord July 19 

Ceovenxn, Eowarp Evisan, Upper Norwood High Court 
Pet June 24 Ord July 17 

Puy, Fravx, Weston super Mare, Somerset, Cocchbuilder 

water Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

Gavyt. Many, Folkestone Canterbury Pet July17 Ord 
July 17 at il 

Gocprxoven, Wittiam Tomas, res Deen: 


Rec, 22, Park ro 


castle on Tyne Pet July 17 Ord July 17 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asuriant, T Davincer, — William st July 28 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Beavmont, Ricnarp, Howden, York, Publican 
} Off w, Leeds 
CuaTTre., James WILLIAM, Burton on Trent, Confectioner 


ley, Grocer (rely si at 18 Off Rec, King 
~' So oer Jaly 23 at 
Ree, 8, Albert 


Tu Norton in eM Staffs, 
OMAS, oors, 

a zeae 31 a¢ 2.90 Off Rec, King st, New- 
Ruprum, Hexry acon, 


ing Norfolk, Builder 
Come ioer, s 
bag Le orf: ~ July 2 at 


me Joux, 


Punca, og 
ll 


Aug 1 


Dealer Guildford Pet July 18 Ord July July 28 at 3.15 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on | Smart, CaTugnixe, Ga 
Goopwins, AyrHony, East Dereham, Norfolk, Well Sinker Trent 1230 Off x Hiesny st, Norwich , 

Norwich Pet July 17 Ord July 17 Crovener, Eowarp Exisan, Upper Norwood July 28 at Goeve, wegese © » Fees, Butcher July 3 
(mgex, Henry, Landore, <y Station Master Swan- 2.30 a bldgs, Carey st at ll i. Manor row, Bradford J 

sea Pet July 15 Ord July 15 Davis, Wituram Henry, wen Be wen) Milk Dealer | Srvaxt, Ai." Penmacnmawr, Hotel Keeper Jaly 
Hacnorns, Gustar, Cannon fs Pulp Merchant High uly 28 at11 Off Rec, Tricity Hull row, ter 

Court Pet July 19 Ord July 19 Ext, R, Lewisham, Builder July 31 at tr 30 24, Railway | Wuarrox, Joan Tomas, Derby, Beerhouse 
Hivrarap, Gzorcr, Luton, Plumber Luton Pet July 18 app, London Bridge Ki July 29 at 12390 Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 

Ord July 18 Forp, Freprrick Caar.es, Darlington, Grocer Aug 2| Wiss, Hesny, Glam, Boot Dealer July 23 at 12 
sx ayoan, Boo HARD WI1L114M Jon ~ Beondelyet, Devon, ‘ at 3 ot Rec, 8, — — _ Av h 1 tail 135, Merthyr Tydfil 

armer eter Pet July 17 O:d July 17 ULTON, -- 1AM, Leeds Aug 2 a’ ec, 22, Par! 
lavixe, Joun mma: rmarth w, Amended notice substituted for that published in 

, Bryna n, Butcher Cai en Pet ro ngs pod omy mm ot July 18: 


July 18 Ord July 18 
—, Tomas Witu1am, West Bromwich, Schoolmaster 
West Bromwich Pet July 14 Ord July 14 
Jexxixs, Eowanp Tuomas, et Thomas, Swansea, C.al 


Greens, FREDERICK JAMES, 
Agent eS 


Merchant Bwaneea Pet July 17 Ord July 17 boroug 
Emsy, Arrive, Tokenhouse bidgs High Court Pet | Haanora, Gu Gosras, Cannon 
April 22. Od July 19 2.30 Bankrupicy bldgs, 


Goopwiys, East Dereham, em. Well Sinker 
July 29 at 12 Off Reo, 8, King st, N 

Bourn, Lincoin, Commission 

5 at 11.45 Law Courts, New rd, Peter- 


es p Weeechent July 28 at 


Sranvietp, Herwax, Leeds, Wholesale Jeweller July 38 
at 2.30 Off Reo, 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Builder Newcastle on Tyne 


— +. ~¥ Henny, Folkestone, Upholsterer Canter- Hannarorp, —+-¥ ye as, Browdclyt, non Anes, Gacane, BD E> 

ry Pet July 17 Ord Jul Farmer Aug 10 at 11 us, June 

Marane, ,Ar rn, Bradford, yy LSE Bradford Pet | 4 2 13 = - Ba —. ware Kensington High Court Pet 
yl4 ¢ July 18 rars, Cnartes Denison, and Joun > RAPS, 

MickteTaw aire, Seen, Wakefield, Farmer Wakefield Leeds, Lead Merchants July 28 at Law Bac wir, .~ Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Leeds Pet 


Pet May 25 Ord Jul 
ee. Esav, Leeds, iaeee Leeds Pet July 17 Ord | 
vis 
Monsax, Axruus C, Regent st, Financial Agent High 
ourt Pet March 4 Crd July +) 


Institution, 1a, Albion 
| Heatiry, Joux Newman, 
Ree, 30, 
Hexeear, rt 
Bankru 


Leeds 
Bisth sul wat 1190 Of 
Mosley st, Newcastle on T 
Watchmaker July 28 at 12 
ptcy bldgs, Carey st 


July 18 


July 18 
Bennett, James, T, hall st, Merchant High Court 
Pet April 14 ' Ord July 18 


yELIy Ca Ev.esron, Barnoldswick, York, Grocer 
“ae be July 18 Ord July 18 
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Boorn, Luxe, Barnsley, Yorks, Draper's Travel'er Barnesl 
PtJaly 15 Ord July 15 

Buewer Joux, Kidderminster, Licensed 
Kildermiaster Pet July 19 Ord July 14 

Carry, Jous, Moorgate st, Auctioneer High Court 
Acril7 Ord July 17 

Deas, Hesxny Curren, St High C 
June 13 Ord July JS 

Everep, Jou , Camden Town, Manufacturer 
Court Ve ot April ‘ 27 Ord July 17 

Frenrina, Jose Berxat Tottenham Merchant 

Edmont n PetJune 22 Ord July 1° 

Pisuer, Tuomas Wittiam, Kingsland 
Jane? Ord July 18 

Fiy, Faa,x. Weston super Mare, Coachbui der- 
wat r PetJuly18 Ord July 18 

Gaunt. Many, Folkestone Canterbury Pe 
Ju'y i7 

Gooow1ns, ANT , Eas cra Well Siaker Norwich 
Pet July 17. “Ord July 1 7 

Hactonc, Gverar, Cannon st, Pulp Merchant High Court 
Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

Haceneap, Georce, Luton, Bedford, 
Pet duly 18 Ond July 18 

Haxvaronp, Rictanp WittiAm Jonas, Broadclyst, Devons, 
Farmer Exeter Pet July17 Ord July 17 

Henseat, Erxesr, Balham, Watchmaker High Court 
Pet June 28 Ord July 18 

Invinc, Jouyx, Brynamman, Carmarthens, 


Butcher Car 
marthen Vet July 18 Ord July 18 
Janes, Tuomas Wittiam, West Bromwich, Schoo!master 
West Bromwich Vet July 14 Ord July 14 
Jexains, Epwano Tuomas, 8t Thomis, Swansea, Coal 
Merchant Swansea Pet July17 Ord July 17 
Koormayx, Euanver, Aldgate, Manufacturer High Court 
Pet May 20 Ord July 18 
Messer. Soromox Josern, 
High Court Pet Junel4 Ord July 18 
Mircuens, Esav, Leeds, Plasterer Lxds 
Ord July 17 
Mantis, James Hexny, Folkestone, Upholsterer 
bary Pet Jaly 17 Ord July 17 
Moss. James Lisseyt, Beighton, Derby, Grocer Chester- 
field Pet July 17 OrdJuyil17 
Nicuoison, Heyry, Allerby, Cumberland, Farmer Cocker- 
mouth Pet July 18 Ord July 18 
Hesnry, Luton, Beds, 
Luton Pet July17 Ord July 17 
Bcreacu, Joay Tuomas Bartraam Rocers, Camberwell 
High Court PetJuly 18 Ord July 18 
Siuvsox, Josern Frepericx, Leeds, Tanner Leeds 
June 23 Ord July 15 
SMa.es, 
Pet. June 19 Ord July 17 
Saks, RowLaxp, Great Horton, Bradford, Manufacturer 
Bradford Pet June 19 Ord July 14 
Sriers, ALEXANDER Donatpson, Kensington, 
High Court Pet June 24 Ord July i7 
Surrers, Jane Marcanet Koxsy, Jouxn Roxsy Surtees, 
and Groncr Sunrers, Benfie!dside, Durham. Builders 
Neweastie on Tyne Pet June 15 Ord July 14 
Tuomsox, Ronernt, Hirst, Northumberland, 
ler Newcastle cn Tyne Pet July 10 Ord July 14 
Waker, Ricuanp Suernatt, New Milton, Southampton, 
— Dealer Southampton Pet May 10 Ord 
July 17 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Pet 


Swithin’s In yurt Pet 
High 
DO, Wine 
High Court Pet 
Bridge- 


July 17 Ord 


Piumber 


Pet July 17 


Roe 


Accountant 


Baorierion, Suances, Merstow green, Evesham Worcester- | 


shire, Market Gardener Worcester Adjud June 19 
Annul July 15 


London Gazetie.—Tuaspay, July 25. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Axrzu., James Witwian, Bermondsey st, Southwark, 
Teather Striker High Court Pet July 2! OrdJuly 22 

Baitry, Sarvs. Joux, Southampton, Grocer ‘Southampten 
Pet. July 20 Ord July 20 

Bexuam, Sipxsey Joseru Essex, New Oxford st, Eviicitor 
High Court Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

Bexxett, Jimes, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Mattress 
Maker Durham Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

Bisuros, Tuomas, Wolverhampton, naar Wolver- 
hampton Pet July 15 Ord July 

Bow1ixG, James, Blackpool, Gaver , a Pet July 17 
Ord July 22 

CAaRpWELL, JONATHAN, 
Miner Dewsbury Pet July 22 Ord July 2 

ConstasLe, Tuomas, Kirkby la Thorpe, a Horse 

reaker Boston Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

Davigs, Joserh Moroax, try Dock, Glam, Grocer 
Cardiff Pet July 1) Ord July 19 

Dury, Heyny, Richmond, Grocer High Court Pet July 6 
Ord July 21 

Evenses, Extx, Camden Town, Carver High Court Pet 
July6 Ord July 21 


Ezarp, Herrert Row isc, Poulton with Fearnhead, Lancs, | 


Builder Warrington Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

Gray, Matrnuew ALEXANvER, Fulham, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Juity 21 Ord July 21 

Gairrix, Gustavivs Hamittox, Victoria st, Westminster, 
Financier High Court Pet July 4 Ord July 21 

Hacker, Issac. Broad Hicton, nr Swindon, Wilts, Baker 
Swindon Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

Hearn, Wavctenx, Bedminster, Bristol, Contractor Bristol 
Yet July 20 Ord July 20 

Hint, Wirisam Bessasix, Stockton on Tee *. 
Stockton on Tees Pet July 19 Ord July 1 

Ivins, I zonarpy Exyest, and Tuomas AXvE seo, Cardiff, 
Builders Cardiff Pet Julyi9 Ord July 

Jackman, Jous, Halifax, Cycle Dealer Halitax Pet July 
21 Ord July 21 

Jesxxixes, Gronce Evexxzen, Forest ae, 
High ‘Court Pet July 20 Ord July & 

Kircuix, Peren, Leeds Leeds Pet July 7 


Let, Bes, Batley, York, Grocer Dewsbury 
Ord July 20 


Ord July 20 
Pet July 20 


ey | Lec 


Victualler | 


Luton | 


Kilburn, Diamond Merchant | 


Canter- | 
| Bo 


Pet | 
Joun, Great Horton, Bradford, Manager Bradfor] | 


Provision | 
| HowE.1s, Wictiam, Mardy, 


Ravensthorpe, nr Dewsbury, Coal | 


Labourer 


Essex, Clerk 


| Mantis, James Henry, Folkestone, U, 


err, Saucer Witiiism, Lowestoft, Smackowner Gt 
Yarmouth Pet July 22 OriJuly 22 

Macnesxt, Gerace, Norton Cuckney, Nott», Carter 
theffield Pet July 21 Ord July 21 
Mitten, Winwiam Tuomas Battersea Park, 
High Court Pet Jujy 2) Ord Ju'y 21 
eLey, Davip, Halesswen, Worce:ter Stourbridg2 
July ‘9 Ord July 19 
Patna H G, Clifton, Bristol 


@ivil Servant 
Mos Pet 
Ord 


rds- 


Bristol Pet July 1 


i s, Wa'ham Green, Cellarman 

Pet July 2 Ord July 21 
Wititam, Pentir, lata 

Bangor Pet July 20 Ord July 2 
Iiexnsert, Shipley, York, Sie Bradford Pet 

July 21 Ord July 21 

Tuomas, WALTER MEREDYTR, Lupus st, St George's sq | 
High Court Pet June 28 Ord July 2) 
Vorcr, ALicE any, Kidderminster, Corn Merchant 
Bradford | 


Blacksmith 


Sx\ 





Kidderminster Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Waker, Hersenr, Pudsey, Yorks, Engineman 
Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Watt, Eowarp, Streatham, Builder Wandsworth 
July 20 Ord July 20 

Wi 
July 21 Ord July 21 

Woop, Wittiam, Fulham, Builder 
19 Ord July 20 

Woottey, Riciarp, Waters Upton. 
Madeley Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

Worstey, Wititam Besny, Dulwich, House Furnisher | 
High Court PetJune 26 Ord July 20 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 11: 


Carmont, Wiitiam Haztewoop, Kingston on Thames 
Kingston, Surrey Pet May13 Ord July7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
‘ Siuve. Jony, Southampton, Grocer Aug 4at3 
Off Ree, 172, High st, Southampton 
es, Ronert Pavi, West Hartlepool, Labourer Aug 1 
at3 Off Rec, 25, John st. Sunderland 
Coccasx, Wiitiam Cuarves, Bradford, Coachbuilder Aug 
latil Off Rec, 3i, Manor row, Bradford 


Pet 


Aberystwi.h Pet | 


iAms, Howe tn, Dolgelly, Farmer 
High Cout Pet Ma 


Salop, Labourer | 


| 


: | Fry 8 Cc Ide P 
Straw Hat Manufacturer | Fry, Frank, Weston super Mare, Coachbuilder Aug 1 at 


11 WH Tamlyn, High st, Bridgwater 

Gaust, Many, Folkestone Aug g 3 at 9.15 Off Rec, 73, 
Castle st, Canterbury 

Geavussent, Wittiam James, Leominster, Insurance Agent 
Aug 3at10 4, Corn sq, ‘Leominster 

Geay, Marruew ALEXANveER, Fulham, Licensed Victualler 
Aug lat 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 





Gree, Henny, Landore, Swansea, Station Master Auzl 
at12 Otf Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Grirrix, Gvstavivs Hamitton, Victoria st, Westmiaster, 
Financier Aug 2 at 2.30 Bank: upte bidgs, Carey st 

Hearn, Wautrrer, Bedminster, Bristol, Contractor Aug 2 
atl Off Ree, Ba'dwin st, Bristol 

Hewxxessy, Maveice Josera, and Joun Joseru Hennessy, 
Bristol, Cattie Salesmen Aug 2 at 1230 Off Rec, 


Baldwin st, Bristol 
Rhondda, Glam, Butcher Aug 


lati2 1365, High st, ferthyr Tydfil 


| Invine, Jouy, Brynsmman, Carmarthens, Butcher Aug 3 at 3 


Ott Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 


| Jt NKINS, Epw “RD THOMAS, Swansea, Coal Merchant Aug 1 


at 2.16 Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, 8 Swansea 
Jexsincs, GEORGE Ep }ENEZER, Forest Gate, Essex, 
Aug iati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Clerk 


| Kewpie, IsApELLA Annig, Southall, Hatter Aug 2 at 3 


Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
holsterer Aug 3 at 


9.30 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canter 


ury 
| Marien, AnrHur, Bradford, Accountant Aug2atil Off 


Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradfora 

MILLER, Winuias Tuomas, Battersea park, Civil Servant 
Aug 2 at J2 Bantrup'‘cy bidgs, Carey st 

Owens, Owey, Mile Biidge, nr Holyhead, Licensed 
Victualler Aug 3at11.3) Ship Hotel, Bangor | 

Power, Tom, Pontardawe, Mason Aug 1 at1230 Off Rec, | 
31, ’Alexatdra rd, Swansea 


| Roverrsos, Jouy, Ashington, Northumberland, Rabbit 


Catcher Aug 2 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

Ror, Henry, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
11.30 Off Ree, 1a, 8t Paul's sq, Bedford 

Ecrvacu, Joun Tuomas Bartram Rocers, Camberwell 
Aug 2at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Noo i st 

Srisron, Harry Kennevy, Maidenhead, Hotel Proprietor 
Aug 4at3.30 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Tuomson, Ropert, Hiret, Northumberland, Provision 
Dealer Aug 3 at 10.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

Tyre, Grorcs Wriiiams, Wells, Somerset, Watchmaker 
Aug 2at 12 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Vavonay, Lewis Epwano, Oswestry Aug 4 at 10.20 
Queen Hotel, Oswestry 

Vives, Joux, and Fraxk Vives, Birmingham, Cabinet 
Makers Aug2atii 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Westtakk, Gzonce D'Anoye, Cardiff Aug4at3 117, 
Bt Mary st, Cardiff 

Wickuam, Mary Marcuant, Alderney st, - ri sq 
Aug 2 at230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Wicp, Joux, Hazel Grove, Cheshire, Builder y at ll | 
Off Ree, County chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 

Wis.as, James, Liverpool, Christmas Card Dealer 
ati2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Asurtant, Tuomas Davincr, King William st High 
Court Pet Junei6é Ord July rT 
Axtet., James Wittram, Bermondsey st, Southwark, | 
es Striker High Court Pet July 22 Ord 
uly 2 
Baitry, Samvet Jounx, Southampton, Grocer Southampton | 
Pet July 20. Ord July 20 


Aug 2 at 


Aug 2 


High Court Pet July 22 Ord July 22 


Bexuam, Sipxey Joseru Essex, New Oxford st, Solicitor | 
\ 


Wittiams, Howe xt, Dolgelly, Farmer 
| Wise, 


| Law Wi, 


Bexnetr, James, Bishop Auckland, Mattre33 
Durham Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

Cagpwk.t, Joxaruan, Ravensthorpe, nr Dewsbury, 
Miner Dewsbury Pet July 22 Ord July 22 7 

Cane. James, Leeds, H7si-r’s Mansger Leeds Pet J 
Ord July 19 

Constante, Tuomas, Kirkby la Thorpe. Lines, 
Breaker Bo-ton Pet July 21 Ord July 2t 

Ezarp, Hernent Rowcis«, Poulton with Fearahead, 
Builder Warrington Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

Gooprxoven, Wittiam Toma Aldershot, Fan 
Dealer Guil dfurd PetJuly!18 Ord July 22 

Hacker, Isa\c. Broad Hinton rr Swindon, Wilts, B 
Swindon ‘Pet July 21 Ord July zi 

Hearu, Warrer, Bedminster, Bri t 1, Contractor Bri 
Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

But, Witt Bensawis, Stocktm on Tees, Labo 
Btockton on Tees Pet Ju'y 19 Ord July 19 

Howe.ts, Wittiam, Mardy, Rhondda, Glam, But 
Pontypridd Pet July 12 Ord July 20 

JackMAN, JOHN, _— Cycle Dealer Halifax PetZ 
21 Ord July 2 

Jexnines, Geouct ‘Bn Forest Gate, Essex, @ 
‘High Cour: Pet. Taly | 20. “Ora July 20 

Ler. Ben, Batley, Yorks, Grocer Dewsbury Pet July 
‘Ord July 2) 

Lecett, Samues Wi.ian, Lowestoft, Smackxowner 
Yarmouth Pet July z2 Ord July 22 

Macuest, Geronce, Norton Cuckn2y, Notts, ¢ 
Sheffield Pet July 21 Ord Jal 2 21 

Morcax, Arruvur Cuances, Regent st, Financial J 
High Comt Pet March 4 Ord Jaly 21 

Mosexey, Daviv, Halesowen, Wersester Stourbridge 
July 19 Ord July 22 

Perress. Cuartes, Walham Green Cellarman W, 
worth Pet July2l Ord July 21 

Puircuarnv, Wiritam, Pentir, Carnarvons, Blad 
Bangor Pet July 20 Ord July 29 

Reip, Joux Arruvr, Walbrook, Merchant 
Pet May 16 Ord July 21 

Ricnarps, Savvet, Catherine st, Strand, Publican 
Court Pet May27 Ord July 20 

8: Rutu, H M B, Finsbury ravemont, Company # 
High Court Pet June5 Ord July 13 

Sewrt,, Hersert. thipley, Yorks, 
Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

Vorcr, ALicE ary, Kidderminster, Corn Mere 
Kidderminster P.t July 20 Ord July 21 

Wacker, Hervert, Pudsey, Yorks, Engineman Brad 
Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Wa.. Evowarp, 8treath:m, Builder Wandsworth 
July 20 Ord July 20 

WEeEstcake, Gronct D’Anoye, Cardiff 
1 Ord July 18 

Wikiysos, Joun, 
Tyne Pet July 17 


Tynemouth, Labourer Newcastle 
Ord July 19 
Aberystwith 
July 21 Ord July 21 


Henny, Pentre, Glam, Boot Dealer Pont 
Pet July6 Ord July 18 
Wootrey, Ricuarp, Waters Upton. Salop, Lab 
eley Pet July 21 Ord July 21 
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Journal with regulazity, it is requested t 
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ANTED, in prem a Compe 
Shorthand and General Clerk, with kao 

of Costs and Accounts; must have been previously: 
receipt of asalary of not less than 403, per week.—W. 


with full particulars, to Cantrox, Willing’s Adve 
| Offices, | 162, Piccadilly. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE fda MAKER 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of fi ! 


Judicial Bench, Corporation of | London, &e. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BABI 

SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
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| Corporation Robes University and Clergy Gom 
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